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Abstract	  Conditional	   cash	   transfer	   (CCT)	   programs	   have	   become	   an	   increasingly	   popular	   policy	  approach	   in	   the	   fight	   against	  poverty.	   	   In	   addition	   to	   their	  main	  goal	   of	   reducing	  poverty,	  CCT	   programs	   are	   also	   often	   claimed	   to	   have	   positive	   short-­‐term	   impacts	   on	   beneficiary	  women.	   This	   is	   an	   interesting	   claim	   to	   examine	   further	   since	   gender	   equality	   and	   female	  empowerment	  are	  generally	  seen	  as	  key	  issues	  in	  global	  development	  and	  in	  national	  efforts	  to	  promote	  economic	  growth.	  Therefore,	  potential	  links	  between	  CCT	  programs	  and	  female	  empowerment	  are	  in	  this	  thesis	  analysed	  in	  the	  relatively	  unexplored	  context	  of	  Indonesia	  and	  the	  CCT	  initiative	  Program	  Keluarga	  Harapan	  (PKH).	  A	  quantitative	  analysis	  suggests	  no	  significant	  short-­‐term	  impacts	  on	  female	  empowerment	  of	  this	  particular	  CCT	  program.	  To	  examine	  what	  could	  be	  the	  reason	  for	  the	  null	  result,	  qualitative	  field	  research	  is	  conducted	  to	  see	  through	  what	  channels	  PKH	  may	  have	  power	  to	  affect	  gender	  equality,	  and	  how	  these	  potential	   channels	   could	   be	   improved.	   The	   qualitative	   research	   results	   point	   towards	  several	  important	  features	  in	  the	  program	  design	  that	  could	  be	  utilised	  in	  order	  to	  empower	  the	  beneficiary	  women.	  	  	  
Key	   words:	   Indonesia,	   conditional	   cash	   transfers,	   female	   empowerment,	   poverty	   reduction,	  
policy-­‐making,	  development.	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Glossary	  of	  abbreviations	  and	  Indonesian	  terms	  
	  ATT	  –	  average	  treatment	  effect	  on	  the	  treated	  Bappenas	  –	  the	  National	  Development	  Planning	  Agency	  	  BDT	  –	  the	  Unified	  Database	  managed	  by	  TNP2K	  (Basis	  Data	  Terpadu)	  BPS	  –	  Statistics	  Indonesia	  (Badan	  Pusat	  Statistik)	  CCT	  –	  Conditional	  Cash	  Transfer	  DFAT	  –	  the	  Australian	  Department	  of	  Foreign	  Affairs	  and	  Trade	  	  DHS	  –	  Demographic	  and	  Health	  Survey	  FGD	  –	  focus	  group	  discussion	  ITT	  –	  intention	  to	  treat	  Jamkesmas	  –	  a	  program	  that	  provides	  health	  insurance	  (Jaminan	  Kesehatan	  Masyarakat)	  Kecamatan	  –	  sub-­‐district	  Kemensos	  –	  the	  Ministry	  of	  Social	  Affairs	  Komnas	  Perempuan	  –	  the	  National	  Commission	  on	  Violence	  Against	  Women	  KRT	  –	  the	  head	  of	  a	  household	  (kepala	  rumah	  tangga)	  MDG	  –	  Millennium	  Development	  Goals	  MFS	  –	  Minor	  Field	  Study	  MIS	  –	  Management	  Information	  System	  NGO	  –	  Non-­‐Governmental	  Organisation	  PEKKA	  –	  the	  Female	  Headed	  Household	  Empowerment	  Program	  PKH	  –	  the	  Family	  Hope	  Program	  (Program	  Keluarga	  Harapan)	  PNPM	  –	  the	  National	  Program	  for	  Community	  Empowerment	  (Program	  Nasional	  
Pemberdayaan	  Masyarakat)	  PT	  Pos	  –	  the	  National	  Postal	  Agency	  Raskin	  –	  a	  program	  that	  provides	  subsidized	  rice	  (Beras	  Miskin)	  Rp	  –	  Indonesian	  Rupiah	  SDG	  –	  Sustainable	  Development	  Goals	  Sida	  –	  Swedish	  International	  Development	  Cooperation	  Agency	  TNP2K	  –	  the	  Secretariat	  for	  the	  National	  Team	  for	  the	  Acceleration	  of	  Poverty	  Reduction	  UCT	  –	  Unconditional	  Cash	  Transfer	  UN	  –	  United	  Nations	  UNDP	  –	  United	  Nations	  Development	  Programme	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1.	  INTRODUCTION	  	  All	   across	   the	  world	   and	   in	   completely	   different	   settings,	   conditional	   cash	   transfer	   (CCT)	  programs	   is	   an	   increasingly	   applied	   method	   for	   both	   national	   governments	   and	   non	  governmental	  organisations	  (NGOs)	  in	  their	  struggle	  to	  reduce	  poverty.	  Although	  there	  is	  no	  standard	  size	  or	  design,	  a	  CCT	  program	  can	  be	  defined	  as	  a	  benefit	  program	  that	  consists	  of	  a	   scheme	   of	   cash	   transfers	   disbursed	   to	   poor	   households.	   However,	   these	   transfers	   come	  with	  a	  condition	   that	   the	  beneficiary	  households	  must	   fulfil	   certain	  obligations	   in	  order	   to	  actually	   receive	   the	  money.	  The	   cash	   transfers	   are	  usually	  disbursed	   to	   the	  woman	   in	   the	  household,	  and	  most	  commonly,	  the	  obligations	  of	  the	  CCT	  program	  are	  primarily	  defined	  in	  terms	  of	  education	  and	  preventative	  health	  care.	  Thus,	  given	  that	  a	  household	  is	  classified	  as	  eligible	  for	  a	  CCT	  program,	  it	  must	  in	  order	  for	  the	  woman	  in	  the	  household	  to	  receive	  the	  transfers	  also	  make	  sure	  to	  fulfil	  the	  given	  program	  obligations.	  	  In	  the	  field	  of	  development	  economics,	  the	  use	  of	  conditional	  cash	  transfers	  to	  fight	  poverty	  has	   gained	   a	   great	   amount	   of	   attention	   among	   both	   researchers	   and	   policy-­‐makers.	   CCTs	  have	  been	  promoted	   as	   an	   effective	   tool	   to	  not	   only	   reduce	   intragenerational	  poverty,	   but	  also	  to	  be	  able	  to	  affect	  intergenerational	  poverty.	  In	  other	  words,	  conditional	  cash	  transfers	  can	  potentially	  do	  more	  than	  just	  benefit	  a	  given	  household	  in	  present	  time,	  but	  also	  benefit	  the	  household	  in	  the	  future	  since	  the	  CCT	  program	  creates	  higher	  levels	  of	  human	  capital	  in	  the	  next	  generation.	  Other	  than	  their	  main	  purpose	  of	  alleviating	  poverty,	  the	  CCT	  programs	  have	  due	   to	   their	  explicit	   focus	  on	   female	  beneficiaries	  also	  been	  claimed	   to	  be	  one	  of	   the	  tools	   in	   the	   poverty	   reduction	   tool	   kit	   that	   has	   the	   potential	   to	   empower	   women	   in	   the	  short-­‐term.	   This	   would	   be	   an	   extremely	   valuable	   feature,	   not	   the	   least	   since	   equality	  between	   the	   genders	   is	   increasingly	   seen	   as	   a	   precondition	   for	   both	   sustainable	  development	  and	  economic	  growth	  (UN,	  1995;	  World	  Bank	  Gender	  and	  Development	  Group,	  2003).	  	  	  Although	  the	  CCT	  approach	  has	  been	  recognised	  in	  economic	  literature,	  some	  scholars	  have	  expressed	  concerns	  about	  what	  type	  of	  short-­‐term	  effects	  the	  CCT	  programs	  really	  have	  for	  women	  in	  the	  beneficiary	  households.	  Since	  the	  fulfilment	  of	  the	  conditions	  often	  is	  seen	  as	  the	  responsibility	  of	  the	  female	  in	  the	  household,	  questions	  have	  been	  raised	  of	  what	  effects	  this	  extra	  burden	  on	  the	  women	  may	  have	  both	  in	  terms	  of	  individual	  welfare	  and	  in	  terms	  of	   society	   level	   patterns	   (Bradshaw,	   2008;	   Chant,	   2008;	   Molyneux,	   2006;	   Soares	   &	   Silva,	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2010).	   For	   example,	   could	   this	   type	   of	   economic	   policy	   contribute	   to	   conserving	   and	  encouraging	  traditional	  gender	  roles?	  Moreover,	  could	  the	  conditional	  part	  of	  the	  program	  lay	  an	  extra	  burden	  on	  women	  that	   in	   turn	  counteracts	   the	   feelings	  of	  empowerment	   that	  may	  arise	  from	  the	  actual	  cash	  transfer	  part?	  Since	  economic	  policies	  and	  societal	  patterns	  are	   deeply	   intertwined,	   short-­‐term	   concerns	   certainly	   matter	   in	   policy-­‐making	   aimed	   at	  promoting	   development	   and	   economic	   growth.	   Therefore,	   this	   thesis	   aims	   to	   assess	   this	  topic	   further,	  by	  examining	   female	  empowerment	  and	   the	   Indonesian	  CCT	  program	  called	  
Program	  Keluarga	  Harapan	  (PKH).	  The	  research	  question	  of	  the	  thesis	  is:	  	  
Do	   conditional	   cash	   transfer	   (CCT)	   programs	   aimed	   at	   reducing	   poverty	   in	   addition	   have	  	  
short-­‐term	  effects	  on	  female	  empowerment?	  	  	  There	   are	   three	   main	   reasons	   to	   why	   the	   CCT	   program	   PKH	   is	   chosen	   to	   research	   this	  question.	  First,	  the	  topic	  of	  female	  empowerment	  in	  development	  policies	  is	  currently	  quite	  unexplored	   in	   the	   Indonesian	   setting,	   especially	   in	   terms	   of	   quantitative	   approaches.	  Second,	   there	  was	  an	  opportunity	  to	  use	  the	  rich	  data	  set	   that	  was	  collected	  for	  an	   impact	  evaluation	  of	   the	  PKH	  pilot	   in	  order	  to	  analyse	  this	  program	  further,	  but	  this	  time	  with	  an	  explicit	  focus	  on	  female	  empowerment.	  Third,	  there	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  Indonesia	  does	  not	  rank	  comparatively	   well	   in	   global	   gender	   indices1	  and	   several	   reports	   suggest	   that	   measures	  must	  be	  taken	  to	  improve	  the	  situation	  of	  Indonesian	  women	  (SIGI,	  2014;	  UN,	  2012).	  Since	  much	  literature	  points	  towards	  the	  importance	  of	  promoting	  gender	  issues	  in	  development,	  policies	   that	   could	   enhance	   female	   empowerment	   should	   be	   particularly	   relevant	   in	   the	  Indonesian	   setting	   where	   the	   government	   struggles	   with	   lifting	   a	   large	   share	   of	   its	   huge	  population	   out	   of	   poverty.	   Thus,	   both	   Indonesia	   and	   the	   PKH	   conditional	   cash	   transfer	  program	   is	   an	   appropriate	   setting	   for	   further	   examining	   the	   interesting	   and	   important	  research	  topic	  of	  female	  empowerment	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  CCT	  policy	  tool.	  	  	  The	   research	   question	   of	   this	   thesis	   is	   examined	   through	   a	   comprehensive	   economic	  analysis	  of	  PKH	  and	  its	  links	  to	  female	  empowerment,	  in	  which	  a	  dual	  method	  consisting	  of	  both	  quantitative	  and	  qualitative	  research	  is	  applied	  to	  try	  to	  distinguish	  any	  causal	  effects	  on	   gender	   equality.	   This	   study	   aims	   to	  make	   a	   contribution	   to	   the	   literature	   by	   analysing	  quantitative	  data	  in	  a	  new	  way	  by	  focusing	  on	  female	  empowerment,	  and	  in	  addition	  to	  this	  present	  results	  from	  recent	  and	  in-­‐depth	  qualitative	  research.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  See	  the	  Gender	  Inequality	  Index	  (GII)	  and	  the	  Women’s	  Economic	  Opportunity	  Index	  (WEOI).	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  First,	   Chapter	   2	   explains	   both	   the	   general	   CCT	   policy	   tool	   and	   the	   concept	   of	   female	  empowerment,	  and	  furthermore,	  how	  these	  two	  concepts	  are	  related.	  After	  this,	  Chapter	  3	  explains	   the	  context	  of	   the	   research	   topic,	  with	  a	  brief	   country	  overview	  of	   Indonesia	  and	  the	  particular	  CCT	  program	  PKH.	  Chapter	  4	  summarises	  the	  relevant	  previous	  research	  on	  both	   CCTs	   and	   female	   empowerment.	   Chapter	   5	   explains	   the	   empirical	   strategy	   that	   is	  applied	  in	  order	  to	  research	  this	  topic,	  followed	  by	  Chapter	  6	  that	  describes	  the	  method	  and	  results	   of	   the	   quantitative	   research	   component,	   and	   by	   Chapter	   7	   that	   describes	   the	  qualitative	   research	   component	   and	   its	   obtained	   results.	   Finally,	   Chapter	   9	   concludes	   the	  thesis	  by	  summarising	  the	  obtained	  results	  and	  conclusions.	  	  	  	  
2.	  BACKGROUND	  AND	  THEORY	  	  
2.1	  Conditional	  Cash	  Transfers	  (CCTs)	  
	  
2.1.1	  Definition	  Conditional	  cash	  transfer	  (CCT)	  programs	  offer	  a	  way	  of	  reducing	  poverty	  and	  preventing	  a	  transmission	  of	  poverty	  to	  future	  generations,	  i.e.	  intergenerational	  poverty.	  CCT	  programs	  are	   believed	   to	   be	   able	   to	   combat	   intergenerational	   poverty	   by	   disbursing	   regular	   cash	  payments	   to	   poor	   households	   given	   the	   condition	   that	   they	   fulfil	   some	   obligations.	   The	  obligations	   are	   typically	   related	   to	   the	   children	   of	   the	   program	  beneficiaries,	   and	   to	   their	  utilisation	   of	   health	   and	   education	   services.	   Another	   example	   of	   a	   common	   CCT	   program	  obligation	   is	   that	   household	  members	   are	   required	   to	   attend	   information	   sessions.	   If	   the	  households	  do	  not	  comply	  with	  the	  conditions,	   they	  will	  be	  punished	  by	  not	  receiving	  any	  transfers.	   Thus,	   it	   is	   believed	   that	   the	   program	   generates	   present	   day	   benefits	   for	   the	  households	   receiving	   cash,	   but	   also	   that	   the	   program	   induces	   a	   certain	   type	   of	   behaviour	  that	  will	  lead	  to	  higher	  future	  levels	  of	  human	  capital	  (Fiszbein	  et	  al,	  2009).	  	  CCT	  programs	  are	  generally	  government	  led	  initiatives,	  but	  CCT	  approaches	  have	  also	  been	  seen	  in	  NGO	  development	  programs,	  or	  partially	  run	  by	  private	  sector	  actors	  (Fiszbein	  et	  al,	  2009,	  p.	  193).	  Furthermore,	  there	  are	  CCT	  programs	  targeted	  at	  other	  and	  sometimes	  very	  specific	   areas	   other	   than	   children’s	   education	   and	   health,	   for	   example	   a	   CCT	   initiative	  targeted	   to	   decrease	   the	   transmission	   of	  HIV/AIDS	   in	  Malawi	   (Kohler	  &	  Thornton,	   2012).	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Evidently,	   the	   scope	   and	   design	   of	   CCT	   programs	  may	   differ,	   but	  most	   CCT	   programs	   are	  demand-­‐side	   driven	   programs	   designed	   to	   reduce	   both	   present	   and	   future	   poverty	   by	  making	  the	  cash	  transfers	  conditional	  upon	  the	  actions	  of	  the	  beneficiary	  households.	  	  
2.1.2	  Empirical	  overview	  of	  CCTs	  The	   use	   of	   CCTs	   for	   development	   and	   poverty	   reduction	   is	   not	   novel,	   as	   this	   evolution	  started	   already	   in	   the	   1990s	   with	   the	   well-­‐known	   PROGRESA 2 	  program	   in	   Mexico.	  PROGRESA	   was,	   and	   still	   is,	   a	   highly	   conditional	   cash	   transfer	   program.	   Not	   only	   must	  children	  maintain	  a	  high	  level	  of	  school	  attendance	  and	  all	  child	  vaccinations	  be	  up	  to	  date,	  but	   mothers	   are	   also	   required	   to	   attend	   information	   sessions	   on	   health-­‐related	   issues,	  attend	   community	   meetings,	   and	   take	   part	   in	   community	   labour	   programs.	   Moreover,	  teenagers	  in	  the	  beneficiary	  households	  must	  attend	  talks	  on	  reproductive	  health	  and	  drug	  education.	  Consequently,	  this	  early	  CCT	  program	  came	  with	  many	  conditions,	  but	  as	  impact	  evaluations	  of	   the	  program	  showed	  positive	   results,	  PROGRESA	  was	   continued	  and	   is	   still	  running	   (Skoufias,	   2005,	   pp.	   5-­‐7,	   48-­‐61).	   Similar	   programs	   were	   soon	   implemented	   in	  several	  other	  countries,	  for	  example	  in	  Brazil	  with	  the	  Bolsa	  Familia	  program,	  which	  is	  a	  CCT	  program	   that	   provides	   more	   modest	   cash	   transfers	   and	   does	   not	   stipulate	   as	   many	  conditions	  as	  PROGRESA.	  However,	  impact	  evaluations	  of	  Bolsa	  Familia	  also	  suggested	  that	  the	   beneficiary	   households	  were	   better	   off	   than	   non-­‐Bolsa	   households,	   and	   consequently,	  this	  CCT	  program	  is	  portrayed	  as	  a	  successful	  development	  initiative	  (Soares	  et	  al,	  2010).	  	  As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  positive	  impact	  evaluations	  of	  these	  South	  and	  Latin	  American	  state	  level	  programs,	   the	   CCT	   approach	   became	   increasingly	   popular	   among	   policy-­‐makers	   in	   lower	  income	   countries	   in	   other	   parts	   of	   the	   world.	   Nowadays,	   there	   are	   both	   large-­‐scale	   CCT	  programs	  administered	  and	  implemented	  at	  national	  level,	  as	  well	  as	  smaller	  CCT	  programs	  targeted	  for	  specific	  regions,	  for	  certain	  groups,	  or	  aimed	  at	  a	  particular	  issue	  to	  overcome.	  To	  conclude,	  the	  practice	  of	  CCTs	  only	  seems	  to	  keep	  on	  spreading	  across	  countries	  and	  has	  become	   one	   of	   the	   more	   common	   approaches	   used	   by	   policy-­‐makers	   and	   development	  agents	  to	  fight	  poverty	  (Fiszbein	  et	  al.,	  2009,	  pp.	  3-­‐8;	  Handa	  &	  Davis,	  2006).	  	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  This	  program	  was	  later	  renamed	  Oportunidades,	  but	  is	  in	  this	  thesis	  still	  referred	  to	  as	  PROGRESA	  as	  this	  original	  name	  is	  used	  in	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  existing	  impact	  evaluation	  literature.	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2.2	  Female	  empowerment	  
	  
2.2.1	  Definition	  One	   simple	   way	   of	   defining	   female	   empowerment	   is	   as	   women’s	   ability	   to	   control	   and	  influence	   the	   path	   of	   their	   own	   lives.	   However,	   there	   is	   a	   vast	   amount	   of	   literature	  examining	   the	  empowerment	  concept,	  and	  many	  different	  ways	  of	  defining	   it	   (Malhotra	  &	  Schuler,	  2005).	  Starting	  with	  a	  definition	  used	  by	  the	  UN,	  the	  empowerment	  term	  includes	  that	  people	  are	  able	  to	  set	  their	  own	  agendas,	  have	  opportunities	  to	  acquire	  skills	  and	  have	  these	  recognised,	  gain	  self-­‐confidence,	  and	   finally,	   to	   feel	   free	  and	   independent.	  Moreover,	  this	   UN	   definition	   emphasises	   that	   empowerment	   is	   a	   continuous	   process	   rather	   than	   a	  static	  concept	  (UN	  Women,	  2011,	  p.	  11).	  	  Kabeer	   (2005)	   sheds	  more	   light	   on	   the	   complexity	   of	   the	   female	   empowerment	   term	   by	  involving	   dimensions	   of	   agency,	   resources,	   and	   achievement.	   The	   agency	   dimension	   is	  essential,	  and	  represents	  the	  processes	  by	  which	  choices	  are	  made	  and	  put	  into	  effect.	  Given	  the	  agency	  dimension,	  the	  resources	  dimension	  refers	  to	  the	  means	  through	  which	  agency	  is	  exercised,	  and	  how	  these	  resources	  are	  distributed	  through	  various	   institutions	   in	  society.	  The	   final	  dimension,	  achievements,	  refers	   to	   the	  actual	  outcomes	  of	   agency,	   rather	   than	   to	  people’s	  capabilities.	  These	  three	  dimensions	  together	  represent	  the	  different	  ways	  through	  which	  processes	  of	  female	  empowerment	  can	  occur.	  	  	  To	  apply	   the	   concept	  of	   female	  empowerment	   to	  more	   specific	  policy	  areas	   in	   the	   field	  of	  development	   economics,	   one	   can	   follow	   the	   reasoning	   of	   Duflo	   (2011).	   Put	   in	   her	  words,	  female	  empowerment	  can	  be	  defined	  as	  the	  ability	  of	  women	  to	  access	  the	  main	  constituents	  of	   development,	   with	   particular	   emphasis	   on	   health,	   education,	   earning	   opportunities,	  rights,	  and	  political	  participation.	  The	  definition	  of	  female	  empowerment	  in	  this	  thesis	  will	  address	   these	  areas,	   and	   focus	  on	  gendered	  power	   relationships	  embedded	   in	   institutions	  such	  as	  households,	  the	  state,	  and	  markets.	  Also,	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  literature	  on	  female	  empowerment,	   the	   definition	   used	   in	   this	   thesis	   emphasises	   that	   the	   term	   female	  empowerment	  is	  very	  sensitive	  to	  context	  specific	  factors	  (Malhotra	  &	  Schuler,	  2005).	  This	  means	  that	  all	  results	  and	  conclusions	  must	  be	  put	  back	  into	  their	  context,	  and	  also	  that	  all	  women	  have	  very	  different	  realities	  in	  which	  the	  general	  empowerment	  concept	  cannot	  be	  unitarily	  applied.	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Assessing	   and	   explicitly	   targeting	   women’s	   empowerment	   through	   active	   policies	   has	  become	  very	  common	  in	  the	  recent	  decades.	  One	  of	  the	  most	  comprehensive	  examples	  is	  the	  third	   Millennium	   Development	   Goal	   (MDG)	   on	   enhancing	   gender	   equality	   and	   female	  empowerment,	  which	  is	  now	  being	  transferred	  into	  the	  UN	  post	  2015	  agenda	  with	  the	  new	  Sustainable	   Development	   Goals	   (SDGs).	   The	   UN	   goals	   are	   mostly	   formulated	   at	   targeting	  gender	   equality	   at	   the	   macro	   level,	   but	   there	   are	   many	   other	   examples	   of	   development	  policies	  at	  either	  national	  or	  regional	  levels	  that	  are	  in	  line	  with	  the	  UN	  goals	  and	  explicitly	  target	   female	   empowerment.	   Examples	   of	   policies	   that	   aim	   to	   enhance	   women	   are	   both	  microfinance	   programs	   and	   CCT	   programs.	   Microfinance	   programs	   that	   target	   female	  entrepreneurs	  have	  become	  common	  ever	  since	  the	  Grameen	  Bank	  was	  founded	  in	  the	  late	  1970s	  by	  the	  Nobel	  Prize	  laureate	  Mohammad	  Yunus,	  and	  is	  today	  seen	  in	  various	  sizes	  and	  designs.	  Many	  international	  NGOs	  like	  BRAC,	  CARE	  and	  Plan	  International	  advocate	  for	  the	  microfinance	  method	   as	   a	  way	   of	   strengthening	  women.	   CCT	   programs	   targeted	   towards	  women	   have	   also	   become	   a	   common	   development	   policy	   claimed	   to	   enhance	   gender	  equality	  (Bradshaw,	  2008,	  p.	  191;	  Molyneux,	  2006,	  p.	  436).	  	  As	  previously	  mentioned,	  there	  is	  a	  vast	  amount	  of	  literature	  on	  female	  empowerment,	  and	  many	   opinions	   of	   how	   it	   should	   be	   defined.	  Why	   does	   female	   empowerment	  matter,	   and	  why	  is	  there	  so	  much	  literature	  examining	  the	  concept?	  First,	  since	  a	  great	  part	  of	  the	  female	  population	  are	  much	  worse	  off	  than	  men	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  above	  mentioned	  areas,	  there	  is	  an	  obvious	   value	   of	   enhancing	   female	   empowerment	   through	   research	   and	   active	   policy-­‐making,	   simply	  since	   this	   is	  not	  something	   that	  should	  be	   the	  situation	   in	  a	   fair	  and	  equal	  world.	   Second,	   just	   as	  many	   influential	   agents	   such	   as	   the	  UN	   and	   the	  World	  Bank	   argue,	  women	  do	  play	  a	  fundamental	  role	  in	  countries’	  development	  processes.	  Therefore,	  gender	  gaps	  in	  education,	  political	  participation,	  and	  differing	  employment	  opportunities	  should	  be	  reduced	  since	  it	  will	  benefit	  both	  societies	  and	  entire	  nations	  through	  enhancing	  economic	  efficiency	  and	  increasing	  economic	  growth	  (UN,	  2015,	  p	  7;	  UN	  Women,	  2011,	  pp.	  2-­‐3;	  World	  Bank	  Gender	  and	  Development	  Group,	  2003,	  p.	  6).	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2.2.2	  Empirical	  measures	  of	  female	  empowerment	  	  To	   be	   able	   to	   actually	   enhance	   female	   empowerment	   and	   target	   this	   issue	   through	   active	  policy-­‐making,	   the	   concept	   needs	   to	   be	   comprehensible	   and	  measurable.	   One	  micro	   level	  variable	  that	  is	  often	  used	  in	  economic	  literature	  to	  measure	  female	  empowerment	  is	  intra-­‐
household	  bargaining	  power.	  Intra-­‐household	  bargaining	  power	  is	  for	  example	  quantified	  in	  terms	  of	  expenditure	  shares,	  consumption	  patterns	  in	  ‘male	  dominated’	  goods,	  and	  women’s	  asset	  holdings.	  There	  are	  also	  other	  more	  straightforward	  ways	  to	  measure	  intra-­‐household	  bargaining	  power,	   for	  example	  by	  using	  surveys	  with	  questions	  about	  household	  decision-­‐making.	  Examples	  of	  such	  questions	  are	  who	  is	  in	  charge	  of	  decisions	  regarding	  the	  children,	  reproduction	  etc.	  More	  sensitive	  questions	  about	  power	  relations	  and	  domestic	  violence	  are	  in	  economic	  literature	  also	  related	  to	  intra-­‐household	  bargaining	  power	  (Doepke	  &	  Tertilt,	  2014,	   p.	   13;	  Malhotra	  &	   Schuler,	   2005,	   p.	   83).	   In	   sum,	   the	   approach	   of	  measuring	   female	  empowerment	  as	   intra-­‐household	  bargaining	  power	  offers	   a	  number	  of	  ways	   to	   construct	  proxies	   for	   women’s	   empowerment,	   and	   this	   thesis	   also	   uses	   this	   approach	   by	   including	  several	  bargaining	  power	  variables	  in	  the	  subsequent	  analysis.	  	  Another	   empirically	   used	   measure	   of	   female	   empowerment	   is	   female	   workforce	  
participation.	  This	  measure	  might	  be	  more	  appropriate	  to	  use	  at	  a	  macro	  level,	  as	  there	  are	  many	   factors	   that	   interplay	   with	   choices	   to	   and	   opportunities	   for	   formal	   labour.	   But	   the	  reasoning	  behind	   this	  measure	   is	   that	   there	   is	   a	   connection	  between	   the	   fact	   that	  women	  have	   fewer	   opportunities	   in	   the	   labour	   market	   and	   unequal	   treatment	   of	   women	   at	  household	  level.	  Also,	  little	  access	  to	  paid	  work	  for	  women	  may	  reinforce	  patterns	  of	  parents	  having	   lower	   aspirations	   for	   their	   daughters	   than	   for	   their	   sons,	   further	   leading	   to	   young	  women	   themselves	   having	   lower	   aspirations	   for	   their	   future.	  Moreover,	   if	   women	   do	   not	  work	  other	   than	  within	   their	  home,	   they	  may	  not	  be	  prioritised	   first	   in	   terms	  of	  nutrition	  and	  education.	  Instead,	  the	  person	  who	  earns	  the	  household’s	  income	  could	  be	  seen	  as	  most	  important	   in	   times	   of	   sparse	   resources.	   Consequently,	   increases	   in	   female	   labour	  market	  work	   may	   relate	   to	   improved	   perceptions	   of	   the	   status	   of	   girls	   and	   women	   both	   at	  household	   and	   a	   societal	   level	   (Malhotra	  &	   Schuler,	   2005,	   p.	   83;	  World	   Bank	   Gender	   and	  Development	  Group,	  2003,	  p.	  8).	  Therefore,	  female	  workforce	  participation	  as	  a	  measure	  of	  female	  empowerment	  is	  included	  as	  a	  variable	  in	  the	  analysis	  of	  this	  thesis.	  	  
Opportunities	   to	  political	   influence	  are	   also	   something	   that	   potentially	   could	   be	  measured,	  	  sometimes	   used	   as	   variable	   proxying	   female	   empowerment.	   One	   way	   of	   quantifying	   the	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opportunity	   to	   political	   influence	   is	   by	   examining	   female	   participation	   in	   the	   democratic	  processes,	   e.g.	   voting	   (Malhotra	   &	   Schuler,	   2005,	   p.	   83;	   World	   Bank	   Gender	   and	  Development	   Group,	   2003,	   p.	   8).	   This	   measure	   also	   relates	   to	   the	   agency	   and	   resources	  dimensions	  of	   empowerment,	   as	   it	   is	   linked	   to	  what	  means	  women	  have	   to	   exercise	   their	  democratic	   rights.	  As	  PKH	   is	   a	   governmental	  program,	   it	  might	  make	   female	  beneficiaries	  feel	  more	  confident	  in	  interacting	  with	  officials	  and	  feel	  more	  like	  citizens	  with	  equal	  rights	  as	  men.	  Therefore,	  opportunities	  to	  political	  influence	  are	  discussed	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  topic	  of	  the	  thesis.	  	  	  
2.3	  The	  link	  between	  female	  empowerment	  and	  CCTs	  CCT	   programs	   are,	   just	   like	   many	   other	   of	   today’s	   practical	   development	   policies,	   based	  upon	  the	  premise	  of	  there	  being	  a	  link	  between	  gender	  equality	  and	  development,	  although	  the	  CCT	  main	   target	   is	  not	   female	  empowerment	  per	  se.	  Still,	   this	   link	   is	  believed	   to	  work	  through	  the	  mechanisms	  described	  below.	  	  The	  first	  short-­‐term	  mechanism	  through	  which	  empowerment	  could	  work	  is	  the	  actual	  cash	  transfers.	  Essentially,	  it	  is	  believed	  that	  the	  money	  may	  empower	  women	  economically,	  and	  can	   contribute	   to	   them	   feeling	   more	   in	   control	   of	   their	   present	   situation.	   This	   line	   of	  reasoning	  agrees	  both	  the	  agency	  and	  resources	  dimensions	  of	  the	  empowerment	  concept.	  As	   the	  woman	   in	   the	   household	   is	   the	   one	  who	   generally	   receives	   the	   cash	   transfer,	   it	   is	  believed	   that	   she	  will	   obtain	  more	  bargaining	  power	  and	   thereby	  a	  better	   standing	   in	   the	  given	   household,	   which	   in	   turn	   may	   develop	   into	   higher	   perceived	   status	   of	   women	   in	  society	  (Soares	  &	  Silvas,	  2010).	  Another	  short-­‐term	  effect	  that	  may	  come	  with	  the	  money	  is	  an	  increase	  in	  the	  total	  welfare	  of	  the	  households,	  given	  that	  there	  is	  money	  left	  after	  having	  fulfilled	  the	  conditions.	  This	  increase	  in	  the	  households’	  welfare	  contributes	  to	  more	  agency	  for	   its	   members,	   since	   having	   more	   resources	   makes	   the	   household	   less	   vulnerable	   to	  exogenous	   shocks,	   such	   as	   diseases,	   natural	   disasters,	   and	   other	   factors	   that	   cannot	   be	  controlled	  for.	  Such	  events	  may	  otherwise	  affect	  women	  disproportionally.	  	  A	   different	   short-­‐term	   mechanism	   that	   may	   affect	   female	   empowerment	   is	   that	   women	  might	  be	  able	  to	  work	  outside	  their	  home	  to	  a	  greater	  extent,	  as	  the	  CCT	  program	  induces	  more	  children	  to	  go	  to	  school.	  However,	  there	  is	  some	  uncertainty	  regarding	  this	  theory,	  and	  the	   relationship	   might	   even	   work	   in	   the	   opposite	   direction,	   i.e.	   prevent	   women	   from	  engaging	   in	   paid	   work	   outside	   the	   home.	   The	   program	   could	   make	   it	   more	   likely	   that	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women	  do	  not	  participate	  in	  the	  labour	  force,	  but	  instead	  stay	  home,	  do	  traditional	  female	  tasks,	  and	  assure	  that	  the	  program	  conditions	  are	  fulfilled	  (Molyneux,	  2006,	  p.	  437).	  	  Regarding	  long-­‐term	  perspective	  mechanisms	  for	  enhancing	  female	  empowerment	  through	  CCT	   programs,	   the	  main	  mechanism	   is	   that	   the	   programs	   will	   empower	   women	   through	  putting	  more	  girls	  in	  school	  and	  increase	  their	  health	  levels.	  This	  CCT	  feature	  is	  designed	  to	  overcome	  any	  current	  biases	  towards	  boys	  in	  basic	  education	  and	  health.	  By	  stipulating	  that	  all	  children	  in	  the	  beneficiary	  households,	  regardless	  of	  their	  sex,	  must	  have	  a	  certain	  level	  of	  educational	  attainment	  in	  order	  for	  the	  cash	  transfers	  to	  be	  disbursed,	  the	  CCT	  program	  may	   help	   overcome	   gender	   biases	   in	   society.	   Hence,	   especially	   the	   next	   generation	   of	  women,	  who	  grew	  up	  when	  the	  CCT	  program	  operate	  is	  believed	  to	  be	  more	  empowered	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  gain	  in	  human	  capital	  during	  their	  upbringing	  (Adato	  et	  al.,	  2000).	  	  However,	  this	  thesis	  focuses	  on	  the	  situation	  of	  the	  female	  beneficiaries	  who	  are	  enrolled	  in	  PKH	   at	   present	   time	   and	   seeks	   to	   examine	   the	   short-­‐term	   effects	   on	   these	  women	   rather	  than	   focusing	   on	   future	   effects	   and	   on	   their	   children.	   This	   is	   not	   only	   because	   a	   special	  concern	  of	   these	  women,	  but	  also	  because	  adverse	  effects	  on	   female	  empowerment	   in	   the	  present	  time	  period	  may	  dampen	  future	  effects	  from	  the	  program.	  Therefore,	  focus	  is	  on	  the	  short-­‐term	   linkages	   between	  PKH	   and	   female	   empowerment,	   and	   variables	   such	   as	   intra-­‐
household	   bargaining	   power,	   labour	   force	   participation,	   overall	   societal	   status	   and	  
opportunities	  to	  political	   influence	  are	   analysed.	   This	   is	   done	  by	   examining	   these	   variables	  and	   their	   connection	   to	   the	   dimensions	   of	   agency,	   resources	   and	   achievements,	   and	   by	  trying	  to	  distinguish	  and	  quantify	  any	  causal	  effects	  on	  empowerment	  from	  PKH.	  	  Thereby,	  it	  is	  discussed	  if	  PKH	  in	  its	  current	  design	  has	  positive	  short-­‐term	  impacts	  on	  empowerment,	  or	   on	   the	   contrary,	   if	   the	   program	   is	   worsening	   the	   current	   state	   of	   gender	   equality	   by	  upholding	  traditional	  perceptions	  of	  gender	  roles	  and	  by	  positioning	  women	  as	  responsible	  to	  the	  state	  with	  no	  rights	  or	  needs	  of	  their	  own	  (Bradshaw,	  2008;	  Chant,	  2008;	  Molyneux,	  2006).	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3.	  CONTEXT	  
	  
3.1	  Country	  overview:	  Indonesia	  The	  topic	  of	  this	  thesis	  is	  examined	  in	  the	  context	  of	  Indonesia—a	  vast	  archipelagic	  country	  in	  South	  East	  Asia	  with	  a	  population	  of	  more	  than	  250	  million	  people	  (World	  Bank,	  2015).	  The	  country	  was	  officially	  fully	  independent	  from	  the	  Dutch	  in	  year	  1949,	  but	  is	  still	  a	  young	  democracy	  as	  the	  first	  free	  legislative	  elections	  took	  place	  only	  in	  year	  1999,	  after	  the	  fall	  of	  President	  Suharto’s	  authoritarian	  regime.	  The	  majority	  of	  the	  population	  is	  Muslim,	  but	  this	  varies	   in	   different	   parts	   of	   the	   fragmented	   nation	   consisting	   of	  more	   than	   thirty	   different	  provinces.	  Religion	   is	  an	   important	  constituent	  of	   the	   Indonesian	  society,	  and	  the	   fact	   that	  religion	  still	  plays	  a	  significant	  role	  in	  society	  and	  its	  institutions	  is	  something	  that	  could	  be	  important	  to	  consider	  when	  assessing	  questions	  of	  gender	  equality.	  	  Just	   as	   many	   other	   South	   East	   Asian	   countries,	   Indonesia	   experienced	   rapid	   economic	  growth	   during	   the	   nineties.	   However,	   Indonesia	  was	   hit	   comparatively	   hard	   by	   the	   Asian	  financial	   crisis	   in	   1997-­‐1998,	   and	   experienced	  major	   difficulties	  with	   recovering	   from	   its	  impacts	   (Muchhala,	   2007,	   pp.	   41-­‐43).	   The	   Asian	   financial	   crisis	   could	   in	   the	   case	   of	  Indonesia	  be	  said	  to	  have	  evolved	  into	  a	  full	  socioeconomic	  crisis,	  leading	  to	  political	  unrest	  and	  the	  fall	  of	  President	  Suharto.	  Although	  the	  crisis	  affected	  Indonesia	  negatively	  in	  many	  aspects,	   it	  did	  coincide	  with	  a	  new	  focus	  on	  development	  and	  social	  assistance	  by	  the	  new	  Indonesian	   government.	   Nevertheless,	   the	   country	   still	   has	   some	   issues	   that	   could	   be	  improved,	   such	   as	   the	   high	   poverty	   headcount	   ratio3	  and	   the	   high	   perceived	   levels	   of	  corruption	  (World	  Bank,	  2015;	  Transparency	  International,	  2015).	  	  During	   the	   qualitative	   field	   research	   stage	   of	   this	   thesis,	   many	   interviewees	   described	  Indonesia	   as	   a	   country	   characterised	   by	   patriarchal	   societal	   structures.	   For	   example,	   the	  country	   has	   its	   Marriage	   Law	   from	   year	   1974,	   which	   explicitly	   declares	   men	   to	   be	   the	  household	  heads,	  thereby	  positioning	  women	  secondary	  to	  their	  husbands	  (SIGI,	  2014;	  UN,	  2012).	  The	  implications	  of	  for	  example	  the	  Marriage	  Law	  are	  embedded	  in	  societal	  and	  legal	  structures,	  and	  have	  thus	  been	  described	  as	  a	  factor	  that	  contributes	  to	  keep	  women	  outside	  many	  parts	  of	  society	  and	  the	  public	  spheres.4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  The	  poverty	  headcount	  ratio	  at	  the	  national	  poverty	  line	  was	  11.3%	  in	  year	  2014,	  but	  the	  poverty	  headcount	  ratio	  at	  $2	  a	  day	  was	  still	  estimated	  to	  be	  over	  40%	  in	  year	  2011	  (World	  Bank,	  2015).	  4	  Interview	  with	  a	  women’s	  organisation	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015;	  Interview	  with	  a	  representative	  working	  with	  the	  Women’s	  Movement	  in	  Aceh,	  June	  2015.	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3.2	  Program	  Keluarga	  Harapan	  (PKH)	  The	  research	  question	  of	   this	   thesis	   is	  examined	   in	   relation	   to	  Program	  Keluarga	  Harapan	  
(PKH),	  which	  translates	  into	  the	  Family	  Hope	  Program.	  This	  CCT	  program	  was	  implemented	  by	   the	   Indonesian	   government	   to	   improve	   the	   lives	   of	   the	   very	  poorest,	   and	   the	  program	  belongs	  to	  what	  is	  called	  Cluster	  1	  in	  the	  government’s	  national	  poverty	  alleviating	  efforts.	  In	  this	   cluster,	   there	   are	   a	   few	   more	   household-­‐based	   social	   assistance	   programs	   such	   as	  
Raskin	  and	  Jamkesmas.	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  Cluster	  1	  programs,	  there	  are	  two	  other	  clusters	  of	  poverty	   alleviating	   programs,	   which	   instead	   target	   community	   level	   empowerment	   and	  small	   enterprises,	   such	   as	   the	   community	   level	   conditional	   cash	   program	   PNPM.	   The	  development	  and	  supervision	  of	  all	   the	   three	  clusters	  are	  under	   the	  control	  of	  TNP2K,	   the	  Secretariat	  for	  the	  National	  Team	  for	  Accelerating	  Poverty	  Reduction.	  	  Figure	  1.	  Current	  PKH	  coverage	  	  
	  
Source:	  Bappenas	  (2015)	  
	  When	  PKH	  was	  launched	  as	  a	  pilot	  in	  2007,	  it	  provided	  benefits	  to	  432,000	  extremely	  poor	  households	  in	  seven	  provinces.	  Since	  then,	  the	  program	  has	  continuously	  expanded,	  and	  is	  by	  the	  end	  of	  year	  2015	  planned	  to	  reach	  3.5	  million	  households	  and	  cover	  33	  provinces.5	  As	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  Interview	  at	  the	  Bappenas	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015;	  Interview	  at	  the	  TNP2K	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	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customary	   for	  most	   CCT	   programs,	   PKH	   aims	   at	   breaking	   the	   transmission	   of	   poverty	   to	  coming	  generations	  by	  encouraging	  families	  to	  increase	  their	  use	  of	  public	  services.	  	  	  Figure	  2.	  The	  conditions	  of	  PKH	  	  
	  
	  
Source:	  Bappenas	  (2015)	  
	  The	  PKH	  cash	  transfers	  are	  distributed	  to	  the	  beneficiary	  women	  four	  times	  yearly,	  and	  the	  average	  cash	  transfer	  amount	  is	  about	  Rp	  1.4	  million	  per	  household	  per	  year	  (see	  Table	  1.	  below).	  That	  amount	  should	  correspond	  to	  about	  15-­‐20	  per	  cent	  of	  what	  a	  poor	  Indonesian	  household	   usually	   consumes	   in	   a	   year.	   As	   illustrated	   in	   Figure	   2,	   the	   conditional	  requirements	  that	  the	  households	  need	  to	  fulfil	  include	  that	  mothers	  must	  receive	  prenatal	  health	  check-­‐ups,	  that	  children	  must	  receive	  postnatal	  health	  care,	  vaccinations	  and	  regular	  health	  check-­‐ups,	  and	  that	  all	  school-­‐aged	  children	  have	  a	  minimum	  attendance	  level	  of	  85	  per	  cent	  (Nazara	  &	  Rahayu,	  2013).	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  Table	  1.	  PKH	  cash	  transfer	  amounts	  6	  	  Annual	  cash	  transfer	  amounts	  in	  the	  PKH	  pilot	  (Rp/household)	  Fixed	  benefit	   	  	  	  200,000	  Additional	  benefit:	   	  a.	  Child	  aged	  less	  than	  6	  years	   	  	  800,000	  b.	  Pregnant	  or	  lactating	  mother	   	  	  	  800,000	  c.	  Children	  of	  primary-­‐school	  age	   	  	  	  400,000	  d.	  Children	  of	  secondary-­‐school	  age	   	  	  	  800,000	  Minimum	  transfer	  per	  eligible	  household	  	   	  	  	  600,000	  Maximum	  transfer	  per	  eligible	  household	   2,200,000	  Average	  transfer	  per	  eligible	  household	   1,390,000	  
	  
Source:	  Alatas	  et	  al.	  (2011,	  p.	  18);	  Nazara	  &	  Rahayu	  (2013,	  p.	  2).	  	  PKH	   is	   managed	   by	   Kemensos	   (the	   Ministry	   of	   Social	   Affairs),	   but	   both	   Bappenas	   (the	  National	   Development	   Planning	   Agency)	   and	   TNP2K	   are	   closely	   involved	   in	   both	   the	  development	  and	  the	  supervision	  of	  the	  program.	  At	  the	  most	  local	  level	  of	  the	  PKH	  system,	  educated	  PKH	  facilitators	  provide	  the	  beneficiaries	  with	  information	  about	  the	  program	  and	  its	   conditions,	   and	   help	   the	   beneficiaries	   with	   finding	   access	   to	   health	   and	   education	  facilities.	   The	   facilitators	   are	   thus	   the	   direct	   link	   between	   the	   beneficiaries	   and	   the	   PKH	  system,	   and	   also	   work	   closely	   to	   another	   important	   part	   of	   the	   program	   system,	   the	  Management	   Information	   System	   (MIS).	   The	  MIS	   is	   a	  mechanism	  designed	   to	   control	   that	  the	   beneficiaries	   adhere	   to	   the	   obligations	   and	   fulfil	   the	   conditions,	   so	   that	   the	   transfers	  actually	  can	  be	  disbursed.	  But	  given	  that	  the	  facilitator	  can	  report	  to	  the	  PKH	  district	  office	  that	  a	  household	  has	  managed	  to	  fulfil	  the	  conditions	  in	  line	  with	  the	  program	  stipulations,	  the	   beneficiary	   women	   can	   obtain	   the	   cash	   transfers	   at	   their	   closest	   PT	   Pos	   office	  (Bappenas,	  2015;	  Nazara	  &	  Rahayu,	  2013).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  6	  In	  year	  2009	  the	  approximate	  conversion	  rate	  was	  Rp	  100,000	  ≈	  USD	  7	  ≈	  SEK	  65.	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4.	  PREVIOUS	  RESEARCH	  
	  There	  is	  a	  considerate	  body	  of	  economic	  literature	  examining	  both	  impacts	  and	  implications	  of	   different	   CCT	   programs.	   A	   great	   part	   of	   this	   literature	   consists	   of	   impact	   evaluations,	  aiming	   at	   quantifying	   the	   outcomes	   of	   the	   beneficiaries	   in	   the	   target	   areas	   of	   health,	  education,	   and	   overall	   welfare	   (Fiszbein	   et	   al.,	   2009,	   pp.	   104-­‐126).	   Many	   of	   the	   impact	  evaluations	   compare	   survey	   data	   from	   a	   treatment	   and	   a	   control	   group	   both	   before	   and	  after	   a	   program	  was	   implemented,	   and	  most	   of	   them	  actually	   suggest	   that	   the	  CCT	  policy	  tool	  can	  be	  linked	  to	  positive	  outcomes	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  most	  commonly	  targeted	  indicators,	  such	   as	   utilisation	   of	   health	   facilities,	   children’s	   education	   and	   household	   consumption	  levels	   (Alatas	   et	   al.,	   2011;	   Fiszbein	   et	   al.,	   2009;	   Handa	   &	   Davis,	   2006;	   Maluccio	   &	   Flores	  2005;	  Rawlings	  &	  Rubio,	  2005;	  Skoufias,	  2005;	  Soares	  et	  al.,	  2010).	  However,	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  positive	  results	  of	  such	  impact	  evaluations,	  it	  has	  been	  questioned	  what	  part	  of	  a	  given	  CCT	  program	  that	  is	  responsible	  for	  its	  success,	  i.e.	  whether	  it	  is	  the	  conditions	  or	  the	  cash	  transfers	  that	  matters	  the	  most	  (Gertler,	  2004,	  p.	  340).	  	  Previous	  studies	  have	  examined	  the	  CCT	  targeting	  process,	  the	  balance	  between	  rights	  and	  responsibilities,	   and	   also	   questions	   of	   moral	   hazard.	   The	   first	   two	   issues	   are	   mostly	  discussed	   in	   political	   economy	   literature,	   but	   sometimes	   also	   from	   a	   perspective	   of	  economic	  efficiency	  and	  cost	  benefit	  analysis	  (Das	  et	  al.,	  2005;	  Fiszbein	  et	  al.,	  2009,	  p.	  188).	  Regarding	   moral	   hazard,	   a	   considerable	   amount	   of	   economic	   literature	   focuses	   on	   the	  differences	   between	   CCTs	   and	   unconditional	   cash	   transfers	   (UCTs),	   and	   is	   not	   always	  advocating	   for	   the	   conditional	   approach	   (Fiszbein	   et	   al.,	   2009,	   pp.	   166-­‐172;	   Schubert	   &	  Slater,	   2006).	  An	   interesting	   fact	   is	   that	   despite	   some	  empirical	   research	   favours	   the	  UCT	  approach,	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  decided	  to	  terminate	  their	  earlier	  approach	  of	  giving	  UCTs	  to	  the	  poor,	  and	  instead	  develop	  the	  CCT	  program	  PKH.	  This	  since	  it	  was	  believed	  that	  the	   UCTs	   may	   be	   used	   in	   adverse	   ways,	   and	   hence,	   not	   assist	   with	   lifting	   people	   out	   of	  poverty,	  nor	  promoting	  development	  and	  economic	  growth	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  p.	  10).	  	  	  More	   recently,	   researchers	   have	   examined	   female	   empowerment	   in	   relation	   to	   CCTs—a	  branch	   of	   literature	   that	   is	   particularly	   central	   to	   this	   thesis.	   Studies	   like	   these	   do	   not	  provide	   sole	   evidence	   of	   an	   increased	   level	   of	   empowerment	   through	   the	   CCT	   program	  design,	  but	  some	  studies	  indicate	  that	  the	  cash	  transfers	  per	  se	  may	  empower	  women,	  and	  give	  them	  bargaining	  power	   in	  household	  consumption	  decisions.	  Mostly,	   literature	  of	   this	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branch	  brings	  up	  and	  discusses	  program	  features	  that	  are	  potentially	  harmful	  from	  a	  gender	  perspective,	   using	   both	   quantitative	   survey	   data	   and/or	   qualitative	   research	   methods	  (Adato	   et	   al.,	   2000;	   Bradshaw,	   2008;	   Molyneux,	   2006).	   There	   is	   also	   some	   more	  controversial	  literature	  that	  tries	  to	  examine	  domestic	  violence	  in	  relation	  to	  CCT	  programs,	  and	   finds	   that	   in	  some	  contexts,	  domestic	  violence	  may	  rise	   in	   the	  short-­‐term	  when	   intra-­‐household	   power	   structures	   change	   as	   a	   result	   of	   conditional	   cash	   transfers	   (Bobonis	   &	  Castro,	  2010).	  	  A	  few	  studies	  have	  been	  conducted	  in	  an	  Indonesian	  setting	  and	  in	  relation	  to	  PKH,	  where	  the	  main	  contribution	  is	  an	  impact	  evaluation	  of	  the	  PKH	  pilot	  performed	  by	  the	  World	  Bank	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  In	  this	  study,	  the	  initial	  randomised	  setup	  of	  PKH	  is	  used	  to	  perform	  IV	  estimations7	  of	   the	   outcomes	   for	   a	   treatment	   group	   and	   a	   control	   group,	   and	   thereby	  distinguish	   causal	   results	   in	   the	   program’s	   target	   indicators	   of	   health,	   education	   and	  household	  welfare.	  The	  rich	  World	  Bank	  evaluation	  finds	  evidence	  for	  PKH	  having	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  welfare	  and	  utilisation	  of	  health	  services	  (Alatas	  et	  al,	  2011,	  p.	  6).	  Other	  than	  the	  quantitative	  study	  performed	  by	  the	  World	  Bank,	  TNP2K	  currently	  has	  a	  forthcoming	  end-­‐line	   evaluation	   in	   progress,	   in	  which	   it	   is	   possible	   to	   distinguish	   positive	   impacts	   of	   PKH	  regarding	  welfare	   and	  health,	   but	   also	   in	   terms	  of	   education.	  More	   examples	   of	   results	   in	  this	   forthcoming	   study	   are	   that	   the	   monthly	   consumption	   in	   beneficiary	   households	   has	  increased	  by	   approximately	  Rp	  19,000,	  utilisation	  of	  health	   services	  has	   increased,	   school	  enrolment	  rates	  have	  increased,	  drop	  out	  rates	  have	  decreased,	  and	  that	  the	  prevalence	  of	  child	  labour	  has	  decreased	  (Bappenas,	  2015).	  Both	  these	  evaluations	  thus	  indicate	  that	  PKH	  has	  had	  positive	  effects	  on	  the	  targeted	  outcomes.	  However,	  there	  is	  currently	  no	  extensive	  quantitative	  research	  regarding	  the	  indirect	  effects	  of	  PKH	  on	  female	  empowerment.	  	  	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  quantitative	  impact	  evaluation	  of	  the	  PKH	  pilot	  and	  the	  forthcoming	  end-­‐line	   study,	   there	   are	   some	   studies	   of	   PKH	   using	   qualitative	   approaches.	   One	   relevant	  example	   is	   a	   case	   study	   by	   Arif	   et	   al.	   (2013),	   in	   which	   the	   authors	   examine	   female	  empowerment	   and	   PKH	   through	   qualitative	   methods	   mainly	   consisting	   of	   in-­‐depth	  interviews.	  The	  authors	  proxy	  female	  empowerment	  by	  intra-­‐household	  bargaining	  power,	  and	  through	  their	  research	  find	  that	  due	  to	  the	  strong	  gender	  roles	  that	  are	  present	  in	  their	  research	   context,	   PKH	   did	   not	   have	   the	   power	   to	   affect	   women’s	   bargaining	   power.	   An	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  	  The	  Instrumental	  Variable	  (IV)	  method	  is	  common	  in	  evaluations	  in	  which	  the	  randomised	  setup	  was	  not	  successful.	  In	  the	  World	  Bank	  evaluation,	  the	  authors	  make	  use	  of	  their	  knowledge	  of	  the	  intended	  randomisation	  setup	  and	  information	  about	  in	  what	  sub-­‐districts	  this	  failed,	  to	  apply	  an	  IV	  method.	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important	   factor	   that	   the	   authors	   believe	   contributed	   to	   this	   result	   is	   that	   it	   already	  was	  customary	   that	   women	   control	   the	   money	   for	   daily	   expenditures,	   so	   the	   fact	   that	   these	  women	   receive	   cash	   transfers	   will	   not	   change	   anything	   in	   current	   household	   structures.	  Another	   example	   of	   qualitative	   literature	   on	   PKH	   is	   a	   case	   study	   by	   Kharisma	   (2008)	  conducted	   already	   during	   the	   PKH	   pilot,	   and	   in	   which	   the	   author	   points	   towards	  improvements	  needed	  in	  the	  PKH	  system	  in	  order	  to	  make	  the	  program	  fully	   functional	   in	  the	  studied	  districts	  of	  Sumba	  Barat	  and	  Kediri.	  Through	  the	  use	  of	  in-­‐depth	  interviews	  and	  focus	   group	   discussions	   Kharisma	   (2008)	   concludes	   that	   these	   districts	   experienced	  problems	  with	   sectoral	   coordination	   and	  with	   the	   control	  mechanism	  MIS,	   which	   in	   turn	  negatively	  affected	  the	  program’s	  efficiency.	  	  	  In	  general,	  except	  for	  the	  most	  well-­‐examined	  programs	  like	  PROGRESA,	  many	  of	  the	  studies	  of	   CCTs	   with	   a	   main	   focus	   on	   gender	   equality	   are	   of	   a	   qualitative	   nature,	   whereas	   the	  quantitative	  impact	  evaluations	  normally	  focus	  more	  on	  the	  programs’	  targeted	  outcomes	  of	  education,	  health	  and	  household	  welfare.	  This	   thesis	   therefore	  offers	  a	  contribution	   in	   the	  sense	  that	  it	  provides	  some	  quantitative	  results	  of	  female	  empowerment	  and	  PKH,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  discussion	  regarding	  results	  from	  recent	  qualitative	  research.	  	  	  
5.	  EMPIRICAL	  STRATEGY	  
	  This	  thesis	  aims	  at	  performing	  an	  economic	  analysis	  of	  CCT	  programs	  and	  additional	  effects	  on	   female	  empowerment	  by	   the	  use	  of	  a	  dual	  method	  consisting	  of	  both	  quantitative	  data	  analysis	  and	  a	  complementary	  qualitative	  research	  component.	  	  In	   the	  quantitative	   research	  part,	   data	   collected	  during	   the	  pilot	   stage	  of	  PKH	   is	   analysed,	  and	  the	  main	  focus	  is	  on	  variables	  that	  may	  be	  connected	  to	  female	  empowerment,	  such	  as	  household	   bargaining	   power,	   status,	   and	   labour	  market	   participation.	   The	   purpose	   of	   the	  quantitative	   analysis	   is	   to	   see	   if	   the	   claim	   that	   CCTs	   increase	   female	   empowerment	   is	  supported	  by	  empirical	  data	  on	  the	  Indonesian	  program	  PKH.	  The	  qualitative	  research	  part	  elaborates	  and	  deepens	  the	  analysis.	  The	  qualitative	  research	  was	  undertaken	  with	  the	  goal	  of	  ensuring	   that	   the	  perspective	  of	   the	  actual	  women	  receiving	  PKH	  comes	   through,	  along	  with	  the	  perspective	  of	  other	  stakeholders	  in	  order	  to	  give	  a	  fair	  picture	  of	  the	  program	  and	  the	   research	   topic.	   Further,	   the	   qualitative	   research	   component	   is	   very	   important	   for	   the	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analysis,	  since	  female	  empowerment	  is	  a	  broad	  concept	  that	  is	  difficult	  to	  measure.	  In	  order	  to	  compensate	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  quantitative	  research	  tools	  might	  be	  too	  blunt	  to	  capture	  some	   aspects	   of	   female	   empowerment,	   the	   qualitative	   research	   is	   hoped	   to	   shed	   light	   on	  more	  aspects	  and	  contribute	  with	  valuable	  insights	  on	  the	  design	  of	  the	  PKH	  program.	  The	  qualitative	  analysis	  is	  also	  believed	  to	  be	  particularly	  important	  in	  the	  context	  of	  PKH,	  due	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  more	  recent	  quantitative	  data.	  	  The	   following	   two	   chapters	  describe	   the	  dual	  method	  and	   the	   results	   of	   the	   two	  different	  research	   components,	   beginning	   with	   a	   chapter	   that	   describes	   the	   quantitative	   research.	  After	  that,	  the	  qualitative	  research	  component	  is	  presented,	  which	  helps	  with	  understanding	  the	   obtained	   quantitative	   results	   and	   pinpoints	   the	   most	   central	   issues	   that	   need	   to	   be	  discussed	  in	  regards	  to	  female	  empowerment	  and	  PKH.	  	  
	  
6.	  QUANTITATIVE	  RESEARCH	  COMPONENT	  
	  
6.1	  Quantitative	  data	  The	   quantitative	   data	  was	   collected	   by	   the	  World	   Bank	   between	   year	   2007-­‐2010,	   for	   the	  purpose	   of	   evaluating	   both	   the	   pilot	   of	   the	   PKH	   program	   and	   the	   pilot	   of	   the	   community	  level	  program	  PNPM	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011;	  Olken	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  In	  general,	  it	  is	  common	  for	  CCT	  programs	   to	   start	   as	   randomised	   pilots,	   so	   that	   governments	   and	   other	   stakeholders	   are	  able	  to	  evaluate	  their	  impacts	  before	  it	  is	  decided	  whether	  to	  scale	  up	  the	  programs	  or	  not	  	  (Duflo	  et	  al.,	  2007,	  pp.	  20-­‐24).	  This	  was	  also	  the	  case	  with	  the	  PKH	  and	  PNPM	  pilots,	  which	  were	  both	  randomised	  from	  the	  very	  beginning.	  Moreover,	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  being	  able	  to	  evaluate	   their	   impacts	   accurately,	   these	   two	   programs	   were	   ensured	   to	   not	   overlap	  geographically.	  The	  World	  Bank	  impact	  evaluation	  of	  the	  two	  programs	  primarily	  targeted	  indicators	  of	  welfare,	  health	  and	  education	   in	  order	  to	  quantify	   their	  success	  and	  measure	  their	  short-­‐term	  effects	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  pp.	  13-­‐14).	  	  The	  PKH	  pilot	  was	   randomised	   at	  kecamatan	   (sub-­‐district)	   level,	  meaning	   that	   some	   sub-­‐districts	   were	   selected	   as	   treatment	   locations	   and	   therefore	   received	   PKH,	   while	   others	  became	   control	   locations	   that	   did	   not	   get	   access	   to	   the	   PKH	  program.	  A	   total	   of	   588	   sub-­‐districts	   were	   selected	   for	   the	   PKH	   pilot,	   and	   among	   these,	   329	   sub-­‐districted	   were	  randomised	   into	   receiving	   the	   program.	   The	   randomised	   setup	   entails	   that	   it	   should	   be	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possible	  to	  examine	  the	  causal	  effect	  of	  PKH	  on	  female	  empowerment	  for	  the	  sub-­‐population	  of	   poor	   Indonesian	   households	   included	   in	   the	   sample.	   The	   randomised	   design	   helps	  minimising	  selection	  bias	  and	  thus	  can	  produce	  internally	  valid	  estimates	  of	  the	  treatment	  effect—at	  least	  given	  that	  the	  randomisation	  is	  correctly	  implemented	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  p.	  6;	  Duflo	  et	  al.,	  2007,	  pp.	  7-­‐8).	  	  	  The	   whole	   data	   set	   received	   from	   the	   World	   Bank	   is	   very	   rich	   and	   originally	   coded	   in	  Indonesian.8	  To	   exemplify	   the	   richness	   of	   the	   data	   set,	   only	   the	   baseline	   observations	  relating	   to	  PKH	  reach	  a	   total	  number	  of	  14,326	  households	   (Alatas	  et	   al.,	   2011,	  p.	  27).	  All	  households	  in	  the	  pilot	  data	  were	  classified	  as	  extremely	  poor	  (and	  thus	  eligible	  for	  receiving	  PKH)	  by	  Statistics	  Indonesia	  (BPS)	  through	  the	  use	  of	  proxy-­‐means	  tests9	  (Nazara	  &	  Rahayu,	  2013).	   The	   data	   contains	   information	   from	   several	   different	   questionnaire	   modules,	  including	   a	   full	   household	   core	   survey	   but	   also	   separate	   modules	   for	   children,	   married	  women,	  and	  community	  respondents	  (see	  Table	  2).	  	  	  Table	  2.	  Data	  structure:	  the	  different	  questionnaire	  modules	  	  
Module	   Focus	   Examples	  of	  content	  1A	   Household	  core	   Demographics,	  assets,	  human	  capital	  1B	   Married	  women	  (16-­‐49	  years	  old)	   Childbirth	  history,	  family	  planning,	  women's	  status	  1C	   Children	  6-­‐15	  years	  old	   School	  enrolment,	  attendance,	  child	  labour	  1D	   Children	  0-­‐36	  months	  old	   Immunisation,	  measures	  of	  height	  and	  weight	  2	   Village	  heads	   Village	  demographics,	  access	  to	  service	  provision	  3	   Community	  health	  centres	   Services	  provided,	  budget,	  coverage	  4	   Midwives	   Midwife	  background,	  services	  offered,	  number	  of	  patients	  5	   Schools	   School	  facilities,	  teaching	  hours,	  attendance,	  test	  scores	  6	   Village	  health	  post	  cadres	   Health	  post	  characteristics,	  equipment	  	  
Source:	  World	  Bank	  (2010)	  	  The	  data	  thus	  contains	  information	  on	  socioeconomic	  and	  demographic	  characteristics	  from	  several	  different	  sources.	  In	  the	  analysis	  of	  this	  thesis,	  focus	  is	  on	  the	  module	  that	  consists	  of	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8	  	  Although	  a	  lot	  of	  efforts	  have	  been	  put	  into	  understanding	  and	  translating	  the	  data	  set	  correctly,	  it	  must	  be	  noted	  that	  there	  could	  be	  mistakes	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  I	  am	  not	  a	  fluent	  speaker	  of	  Bahasa	  Indonesia.	  9	  	  Proxy	  means	  tests	  is	  a	  common	  targeting	  methodology	  for	  social	  protection	  programs	  in	  low	  income	  countries	  where	  it	  is	  not	  applicable	  to	  measure	  poverty	  in	  terms	  of	  household	  income.	  Instead,	  proxies	  that	  correlate	  with	  poverty	  are	  used	  to	  classify	  who	  is	  poor.	  Examples	  of	  commonly	  used	  proxies	  are	  demographic-­‐,	  household-­‐	  and	  human	  capital	  characteristics	  (Kidd & Wylde, 2011).  
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survey	  answers	  from	  married	  women	  in	  the	  ages	  of	  16-­‐4910	  combined	  with	  socioeconomic	  information	  and	  household	  characteristics	  from	  the	  household	  core	  module	  and	  the	  village	  head	  module.	  Baseline	  characteristics	  of	  the	  women	  in	  the	  data	  set	  are	  found	  in	  Appendix	  A,	  where	  some	  of	  their	  characteristics	  are	  presented	  and	  explained	  in	  Table	  A1-­‐A2.	  	  	  Table	  A2	  shows	  that	  there	  are	  some	  features	  that	  stand	  out	  for	  all	  the	  married	  women	  in	  the	  full	   data	   set,	   for	   example	   that	   they	   do	   live	   in	   what	   must	   be	   described	   as	   very	   poor	  conditions,	   many	   of	   their	   husbands	   are	   farmers,	   and	   that	   many	   women	   do	   not	   have	  complete	   schooling.	   Some	   of	   them	   have	   previously	   been	   part	   of	   other	   poverty	   alleviating	  programs	  developed	  by	  TNP2K.	  To	  illustrate	  the	  two	  categorical	  baseline	  variables	  in	  Table	  A2	  in	  a	  more	  comprehensible	  manner,	  Figure	  3	  and	  4	  show	  how	  a	  large	  fraction	  of	  women	  in	  the	  sample	  has	  no	  or	  only	  basic	  education,	  and	  how	  a	  large	  share	  of	  the	  sample	  consists	  of	  primarily	  agricultural	  households.	  	  	  Figure	  3.	  Highest	  level	  of	  education	  of	  the	  women	  in	  the	  data	  set	  	  
	  
Source:	  World	  Bank	  (2010)	  
	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  10	  	  Legal	  age	  for	  Indonesian	  women	  to	  get	  married	  is	  16	  years	  (SIGI,	  2014).	  
Not completed primary school Primary school
Lower secondary school Upper secondary school
Vocational diplomas Bachelor's degree
Master's degree Never been to school
Highest level of education
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Figure	  4.	  Main	  profession	  of	  the	  household	  heads	  in	  the	  data	  set	  	  
	  
Source:	  World	  Bank	  (2010)	  
	  
6.1.1	  Data	  issues	  Since	  access	  was	  only	  obtained	  to	  an	  anonymised	  version	  of	  the	  World	  Bank	  data	  set,	  it	  was	  not	   possible	   to	   identify	   particular	   sub-­‐districts	   or	   differentiate	   between	   the	   PKH	   control	  group	  and	  the	  other	  control	  group	  for	  the	  community	   level	  program	  PNPM.	  This	   issue	  has	  generated	  some	  problems	  for	  the	  estimations	  in	  the	  thesis.	  Moreover,	  it	  turned	  out	  that	  the	  actual	   randomisation	   of	   the	   PKH	   pilot	   was	   not	   perfect,	   and	   that	   there	   had	   been	   some	  leakages	  in	  the	  program’s	  scheduled	  implementation.	  	  	  These	  problems	  are	  supported	  by	  t-­‐tests	  of	  baseline	  characteristics	  of	  PKH	  beneficiaries	  and	  non-­‐beneficiaries,	  which	  indicate	  some	  significant	  differences	  in	  several	  socioeconomic	  and	  demographic	   characteristics	   that	   in	   turn	  could	   indirectly	  affect	   female	  empowerment	   (see	  Appendix	  A,	  Table	  A3-­‐A5).	  Basically,	  the	  women	  who	  did	  receive	  PKH	  were	  on	  average	  more	  poor,	   less	  educated,	  more	  often	   lived	   in	  urban	  areas,	  and	  had	  more	  often	  been	  enrolled	   in	  other	  social	  assistance	  programs	  before.	  These	  issues	  could	  make	  direct	  comparisons	  highly	  misleading,	   due	   to	   systematic	   differences	   between	   the	   treatment	   and	   the	   control	   group	  (Rosenbaum	  &	  Rubin,	  1983).	  However,	  econometric	  methods	  are	  applied	   to	   try	   to	  control	  for	  these	  potential	  problems	  in	  the	  data.	  Moreover,	  it	  must	  be	  noted	  that	  because	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  data	  is	  anonymised	  in	  terms	  of	  location,	  it	  is	  the	  post	  PKH	  de	  facto	  treatment	  effect	  
Agriculture Mining industry
Processing industry Electricity, gas or water industries
Construction industry Trade or housing
Transportation industry Finance
Service industry Other
Does not work
Main profession of household head
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on	   the	   treated	   (ATT)	   is	   estimated	   in	   this	   thesis,	   rather	   than	   the	   intention	   to	   treat	   (ITT)	  according	  to	  the	  initial	  randomisation.	  	  
6.2	  Quantitative	  method	  In	   order	   to	   analyse	   the	   impact	   of	   the	   PKH	   program	   on	   female	   empowerment,	   both	   the	  
treatment	  effect	  and	  placement	  effect	  are	  examined.	  This	   is	   in	   line	  with	  common	  procedure	  of	  impact	  evaluations	  of	  CCT	  programs,	  such	  as	  in	  the	  existing	  evaluation	  of	  PKH	  presented	  by	  the	  World	  Bank	  in	  2011	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  The	  models	  in	  this	  thesis	  aim	  at	  estimating:	  	  1.	   The	   treatment	  effect,	   i.e.	   the	   causal	   short-­‐term	   effect	   of	   receiving	   PKH	   transfers	   on	   the	  empowerment	  of	  the	  actual	  beneficiary	  women.	  2.	   The	   placement	   effect,	   i.e.	   the	   causal	   short-­‐term	   effect	   of	   living	   in	   a	   PKH	   village	   on	   the	  empowerment	  of	  all	  women	  living	  in	  that	  location.	  	  
6.2.1	  Difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  (Model	  1	  and	  2)	  To	   estimate	   the	   above	   effects,	   a	   difference-­‐in-­‐differences	   method	   is	   applied	   as	   a	   first	  approach.	  The	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  method	   is	  applicable	  when	  data	  exists	  both	  before	  and	   after	   some	  kind	  of	   intervention.	  With	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	   estimates,	   pre-­‐existing	  differences	  between	  the	  treatment	  and	  control	  groups	  can	  be	  controlled	  for.	  This	  since	  it	  is	  
differences	  in	  trends	  between	  the	  two	  groups	  that	  are	  being	  estimated	  rather	  than	  changes	  in	  actual	   values.	   Since	   the	   pilot	   data	   was	   collected	   both	   before	   and	   after	   PKH	   was	  implemented,	   the	   difference-­‐in-­‐differences	   approach	   should	   ordinarily	   be	   appropriate	  (Duflo	  et	  al.,	  2007,	  p.	  12;	  Todd,	  2007,	  p.	  3857).	  	  
	  As	  the	  PKH	  program	  was	  randomised	  at	  sub-­‐district	  level	  but	  the	  observations	  are	  analysed	  at	  household	  level,	  the	  standard	  errors	  could	  be	  correlated	  with	  each	  other	  due	  to	  common	  shocks.	   In	   order	   to	   prevent	   this	   problem,	   the	   standard	   errors	   are	   clustered	   at	   the	  district	  level	  to	  account	  for	  the	  possibility	  that	  they	  are	  not	  independent	  across	  households	  (Duflo	  et	  al.,	   2007,	   p.	   31;	   Verbeek,	   2012).	   Another	   common	   issue	   in	   evaluations	   with	   randomised	  design	  is	  problems	  with	  partial	  compliance,	  i.e.	  people	  not	  completing	  the	  treatment.	  Partial	  compliance	  is	  not	  believed	  to	  cause	  any	  major	  problems	  in	  this	  setting,	  since	  the	  data	  only	  consists	   of	   observations	   from	   two	   time	   points,	   and	   Bappenas	   reports	   that	   all	   households	  that	  were	  offered	  the	  transfers	  in	  the	  PKH	  pilot	  stage	  accepted	  them	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  p.	  67;	  Duflo	   et	   al.,	   2007,	   p.	   48).	   A	   third	   thing	   to	   consider	  when	   using	   treatment	   and	   control	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groups	  are	  spillovers	  between	  the	  groups,	  which	  for	  example	  refers	  to	  when	  the	  treatment	  is	  not	   isolated	  only	  to	  those	  who	  were	  supposed	  to	  receive	   it,	  but	  also	  reaches	  the	  control	  group.	  An	  example	  of	  spillovers	  would	  be	  if	  control	  households	  somehow	  got	  access	  to	  PKH	  as	  well,	  perhaps	  due	  to	  that	  officers	  found	  it	  difficult	  to	  deny	  some	  eligible	  households	  in	  a	  pool	  of	  equivalent	  local	  households	  to	  receive	  transfers.	  This	  should	  not	  be	  a	  problem	  since	  randomisation	  was	  performed	  on	  sub-­‐district	  level,	  implying	  that	  no	  eligible	  households	  in	  the	   same	   sub-­‐district	   should	   be	   denied	   PKH.	   It	   is	   likely	   that	   the	   spillover	   mechanism	  between	   treatment	   and	   controls	   could	   be	   present	   if	   the	   randomisation	   had	   been	   on	  individual-­‐	  or	  village	  level,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  see	  spillover	  effects	  over	  sub-­‐districts	  (Duflo	  et	  al.,	  2007,	  pp.	  40-­‐42;	  Miguel	  &	  Kremer,	  2004,	  pp.	  175-­‐176,	  208).	  	  	  The	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  estimator	  looks	  as	  follows:	  	  	   𝐷𝐷 = 𝐸 𝑌!""#! 𝑇 − 𝐸 𝑌!""#! 𝑇 − 𝐸 𝑌!""#! 𝐶 − 𝐸 𝑌!""#! 𝐶 	  	  where	  Y	   is	   the	  outcome	  variable	  proxying	   female	  empowerment,	  T	   is	   the	   treatment	  group	  that	  received	  PKH,	  and	  C	  is	  the	  control	  group	  that	  never	  received	  PKH	  (Duflo	  et	  al,	  2007,	  p.	  12).	  𝐷𝐷	  measures	   the	  difference	   in	  changes	   in	   female	  empowerment	   for	   the	   treated	  group	  as	   compared	   to	   the	   non-­‐treated	   group,	   and	   thus	   identifies	   the	   treatment	   effect	   on	   the	  treated	  (ATT).	  	  This	   difference-­‐in-­‐differences	   estimator	   provides	   an	   unbiased	   estimate	   of	   the	   treatment	  effect	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  interest	  under	  the	  assumption	  that	  the	  treatment	  outcomes	  in	  the	  two	  different	  groups	  would	  have	  followed	  parallel	  trends	  in	  absence	  of	  treatment,	  i.e.	  would	  have	  followed	  parallel	  trends	  without	  receiving	  PKH.	  Thus,	  whether	  or	  not	  the	  𝐷𝐷	  estimate	  is	   an	  accurate	  approximation	  of	   the	   true	   situation	  depends	  on	  whether	   the	  assumption	  of	  parallel	   trends	   in	   the	   outcome	   variable	   is	   convincing—which	   should	   be	   the	   case	   if	   the	  randomisation	   is	   made	   properly.	   In	   this	   thesis,	   a	   few	   control	   variables	   are	   selected	   and	  added	   to	   the	  equation	   in	  order	   to	  control	   for	  some	   features	   that	  are	  believed	   to	  affect	   the	  outcome	  in	  female	  empowerment	  (Duflo	  et	  al.,	  2007,	  p.	  35).	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  The	  main	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  regression	  to	  assess	  the	  treatment	  effect	  is	  as	  follows:	  	  	  	  	   𝑦!" = 𝛽! + 𝛽!𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!") + 𝛽!𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!") + 𝛽!𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!") ∗ 𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!") + 𝛽!𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠!" + 𝜀!"	   	  (Model	  1)	  	  where	  𝑦!"	  denotes	  female	  empowerment	  for	  the	  woman	  in	  household	  i	  at	  time	  period	  t.  The	  variables	  𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!")	  and	  𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!")	  are	  dummies	  denoting	  the	  state	  of	  being	  treated	  (receiving	  PKH)	  and	  denoting	  the	  post	  treatment	  period	  (after	  PKH	  was	  implemented).	  Consequently,	  𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!") ∗ 𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!")	  is	  an	  interaction	  variable	  for	  these	  two	  states,	  i.e.	  for	  the	  state	  of	  having	  received	   PKH	   and	   being	   in	   the	   post	   PKH	   time	   period.	   The	   variable	  𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠!"	  denotes	   the	  vector	   of	   control	   variables,	   believed	   to	   influence	   female	   empowerment.	   For	   example,	  controls	   for	   type	  of	  area,	   age,	   level	  of	  education,	  and	  profession	  of	   the	  women’s	  husbands	  are	   added.11	  The	   parameter	   of	   interest	   is	  𝛽!	  in	   front	   of	   the	   interaction	   term,	  which	   in	   this	  setting	  is	  the	  𝐷𝐷	  estimator.	  	  	  This	   approach	   is	   then	   repeated	   for	   the	   village	   level	   regressions,	   seeking	   to	   asses	   the	  placement	   effect.	   In	   this	   specification,	   village	   level	   effects	   are	   assessed	   by	   examining	  changes	   in	   village	  means	   in	   the	  dependent	   variables	   of	   interest.	   Consequently,	  we	   get	   the	  following	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  regression:	  	   𝑦!" = 𝛽! + 𝛽!𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!") + 𝛽!𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!") + 𝛽!𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!") ∗ 𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!") + 𝛽!𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠!" + 𝜀!"	  	   (Model	  2)	  	  where	   the	   subscript	   v	  denotes	   village,	   so	  𝑦!"	  denotes	   female	   empowerment	   in	   village	   v	   at	  time	   period	   t.  The	   variables	  𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!")	  and	  𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!")	  are	   dummies	   denoting	   the	   state	   of	   a	  village	   being	   treated	   (receiving	   PKH)	   and	   denoting	   the	   post	   treatment	   period	   (after	   PKH	  was	   implemented).	   Just	   like	   in	   Model	   1,	  𝐼(𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡!") ∗ 𝐼(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡!")	  is	   an	   interaction	   variable	  denoting	  the	  state	  of	  being	  a	  PKH	  village	  and	  being	  in	  the	  post	  PKH	  time	  period.	  The	  variable	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  11	  	  This	  since	  it	  may	  be	  the	  case	  that	  women	  living	  in	  rural	  areas	  are	  less	  exposed	  to	  changing	  traditions,	  	  that	  level	  of	  education	  and	  age	  affect	  the	  level	  of	  self-­‐confidence,	  and	  that	  type	  of	  profession	  could	  contribute	  to	  perceptions	  of	  what	  a	  woman’s	  role	  in	  the	  household	  and	  society	  should	  be.	  All	  these	  factors	  are	  thereby	  believed	  to	  indirectly	  impact	  gender	  equality.	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𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠!"	  is	   a	   vector	   of	   control	   variables,	   believed	   to	   influence	   female	   empowerment	   on	  village	  level.	  Once	  again	  the	  parameter	  𝛽!	  is	  the	  𝐷𝐷	  estimator.	  	  	  
6.2.2	  Propensity	  Score	  Matching	  (Model	  3)	  As	   previously	   mentioned,	   there	   are	   some	   disparities	   between	   the	   intended	   randomised	  design	  and	  the	  actual	  allocation	  of	  treatment	  and	  control	  areas.	  These	  disparities	  were	  due	  to	  a	  few	  cases	  of	  delayed	  implementation	  in	  treatment	  sub-­‐districts	  and	  too	  early	  expansion	  in	   control	   sub-­‐districts.	   Moreover,	   in	   the	   case	   of	   one	   sub-­‐district,	   it	   was	   due	   to	   a	   non-­‐cooperative	  District	  Head	  that	  did	  not	  agree	  with	  the	  randomised	  program	  design	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  p.	  26).	  Hence,	  there	  is	  a	  risk	  that	  there	  could	  be	  some	  unobservable	  variables	  that	  caused	  these	  sub-­‐districts	  to	  deteriorate	  from	  the	  original	  randomisation	  setup	  that	  can	  be	  connected	  to	  female	  empowerment,	  and	  break	  the	  parallel	   trend	  assumption.	  These	  issues	  together	  with	  the	  fact	  that	  access	  was	  given	  to	  a	   larger	  data	  set	  than	  the	  pure	  PKH	  impact	  evaluation	   data	   is	   something	   that	   potentially	   could	   introduce	   bias	   in	   the	   sample,	   as	   the	  intended	  randomised	  allocation	  could	  not	  be	  distinguished.	  A	  possible	  solution	  to	  problems	  with	  randomisation	  is	  the	  method	  of	  propensity	  score	  matching,	  which	  can	  assist	  in	  restoring	  a	  randomised	  design	  environment,	  and	   thus,	   in	   this	  context	  make	  up	   for	   the	  disparities	   in	  the	  original	  randomisation	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  additional	  data	  from	  the	  impact	  evaluation	  from	  the	  community	  level	  program	  PNPM	  is	  also	  included	  in	  the	  data	  set.	  	  Through	   the	   use	   of	   the	   propensity	   score	   matching	   method	   it	   is	   possible	   to	   reproduce	  something	   similar	   to	   the	   treatment	   group	   among	   the	   larger	   group	   of	   non-­‐treated	  individuals,	   and	   in	   this	  way	   restore	   the	   conditions	   needed	   to	  mimic	   a	   situation	   of	   perfect	  randomisation,	   in	  which	   there	   is	  an	   identical	  control	  group	  and	  treatment	  group	  that	  only	  differ	  in	  a	  statistical	  sense	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  latter	  group	  received	  the	  treatment	  whereas	  the	  former	  did	  not.	  In	  order	  to	  estimate	  the	  effect	  on	  female	  empowerment	  from	  PKH,	  one	  needs	  to	  construct	  a	  counterfactual	  that	  proxies	  the	  average	  outcome	  that	  PKH	  beneficiaries	  would	  have	  experienced	  if	  they	  had	  not	  participated	  in	  the	  program.	  This	  is	  exactly	  what	  the	  propensity	   score	   matching	   method	   does,	   by	   balancing	   observed	   covariates	   between	   the	  treatment	  group	  and	  a	  comparison	  group	  based	  on	  similarity	  of	  their	  predicted	  probabilities	  of	   receiving	   the	   treatment	   (i.e.	   their	   ‘propensity	   scores’).	   Through	   this	   procedure,	   it	   is	  possible	  to	  once	  again	  try	  to	  estimate	  the	  treatment	  effect.	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In	   this	   thesis	   two	   groups	   are	   identified;	   the	   women	   that	   received	   the	   treatment	   PKH	  (denoted	  Di	  =1	  for	  household	  i)	  and	  those	  that	  did	  not	  receive	  PKH	  (Di	  =0	  for	  household	  i).	  Treated	   units	   are	   then	   matched	   with	   non-­‐treated	   units	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   their	   propensity	  score:	  	   𝑃 𝑋! = 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝐷! = 1|𝑋!)	  	  	  	  	  (0 < 𝑃 𝑋! < 1)	   	  	  where	  Xi	   is	   a	   vector	   of	   pre-­‐treatment	   covariates.	   The	   covariates	   included	   in	   the	  matching	  follow	   the	   recommendations	   in	   economic	   literature,	   i.e.	   they	   are	   included	   since	   they	   are	  believed	  to	  be	  indirectly	  related	  to	  the	  outcome.	  The	  included	  covariates	  are	  also	  inspired	  by	  the	   World	   Bank	   impact	   evaluation,	   in	   which	   they	   used	   a	   list	   of	   covariates	   relating	   to	  demographics,	  household-­‐	  and	  human	  capital,	  social	  networks	  etc.	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  p.	  60;	  Caliendo	   &	   Kopeinig,	   2008).	   However,	   in	   order	   to	   successfully	   use	   the	   propensity	   score	  method	  together	  with	  a	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  approach,	  the	  matching	  covariates	  must	  be	  constant	   over	   time	   (Heckman	   et	   al.,	   1998;	   Ravaillion,	   2003,	   p.	   8).	   Therefore,	   some	   of	   the	  World	  Bank	  covariates	  are	  not	  included,	  as	  they	  might	  change	  over	  time.12	  But	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  it	  was	  possible,	  similar	  covariates	  are	  constructed	  and	  used	  for	  the	  matching	  (see	  Table	  B12	  in	  Appendix	  B).	  	  	  In	  order	  for	  the	  propensity	  score	  matching	  method	  to	  hold,	  one	  needs	  to	  assume	  that	  for	  a	  given	  propensity	  score,	  exposure	  to	  treatment	  is	  random,	  meaning	  that	  treated	  and	  control	  units	   should	   be	   on	   average	   observationally	   identical	   (Becker	   &	   Ichino,	   2002;	   Caliendo	   &	  Kopeinig,	  2008;	  Heckman	  et	  al.,	  1998;	  Rosenbaum	  &	  Rubin,	  1983).	  More	  specifically,	  the	  two	  below	   presented	   assumptions	   need	   to	   be	   fulfilled	   (Caliendo	  &	   Kopeinig,	   2008,	   pp.	   35-­‐36;	  Heckman	  et	  al.,	  1998,	  pp.	  265-­‐266):	  	  1.	   Conditional	   independence:	   which	   means	   that	   the	   initial	   program	   selection	   was	   solely	  based	   on	   observable	   characteristics,	   and	   that	   all	   variables	   that	   influence	   treatment	  assignment	   and	   potential	   outcomes	   simultaneously	   were	   observed	   by	   the	   researchers	   at	  implementation	   of	   PKH.	   This	  means	   that	   all	   relevant	   differences	   between	   the	   two	   groups	  should	  be	  captured	  by	  observable	  characteristics.	  	  	   	   	  	   𝑌!! ⊥ 𝐷!|𝑋! 	   	   	   (1)	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  12	  For	  example	  household	  assets	  such	  as	  telephones,	  animals	  etc.	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2.	  Common	  support:	  which	  ensures	  that	  persons	  with	  the	  same	  observable	  covariates	  have	  a	  positive	  probability	  of	  being	  both	  recipients	  and	  non-­‐recipients	  of	  PKH.	  Also,	   the	  common	  support	   condition	   assures	   that	   everyone	   in	   the	   treatment	   group	   has	   a	   counterpart	   in	   the	  population	   that	   did	   not	   receive	   treatment,	   both	   before	   and	   after	   the	   treatment	   occurred.	  This	   condition	   is	   important,	   since	   the	   treatment	   effect	   on	   the	   treated	   only	   can	   be	  distinguished	  within	  the	  common	  support	  region	  (Caliendo	  &	  Kopeinig,	  2008,	  p.	  45).	  	  	   	   	   𝑃 𝐷! = 1 𝑋! < 1	   	   (2)	  	  	  In	  the	  end,	  the	  following	  regression	  is	  used:	  	  
𝐴𝑇𝑇!"#,!"! = 1𝑁! 𝑦!,!,!""# − 𝑦!,!,!""# − 𝑤!" 𝑦!,!,!""# − 𝑦!,!,!""#!!!!!
!!
!!! 	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	   	   	   	   	   	   (Model	  3)	  	  where	   y	   is	   the	   outcome	   variable,	  𝑁! 	  and	  𝑁! 	  denote	   the	   number	   of	   recipients	   and	   non-­‐recipients	  of	  PKH,	   i	   denotes	  a	   treatment	  observation,	   j	   denotes	  a	   comparison	  observation,	  and	  𝑤!" 	  denotes	  the	  weights	   from	  the	  matching.	  For	  the	  weights,	   it	  should	  be	  the	  case	  that	  𝑤!" ∈ 0,1 	  	   and	   𝑤!" = 1!!!!! ,	   and	   the	   smaller	   the	   difference	   in	   propensity	   scores	   is,	   the	  larger	   are	   the	   weights.	   Basically,	   the	   equation	   for	   Model	   3	   estimates	   the	   change	   of	   PKH	  recipients’	   empowerment	   that	   exceeds	   the	   change	   of	   the	   non-­‐recipients’	   empowerment	  change.	  	  The	  propensity	  score	  matching	  method	  can	  be	  broken	  down	  into	  two	  stages,	  where	  the	  first	  stage	   entails	   estimating	   the	   propensity	   scores	   of	   all	   observations	   using	   a	   binary	   discrete	  choice	  model.	  Predicted	  values	  from	  a	  probit	  regression	  are	  used	  to	  estimate	  the	  propensity	  scores	  to	  receive	  PKH	  for	  all	  women	  in	  both	  treatment	  and	  control	  groups	  (Verbeek,	  2012,	  190-­‐192).	   In	   the	   second	   stage,	   the	  observations	  are	  matched	  based	  upon	   their	  propensity	  scores	  estimated	  in	  the	  first	  stage	  (Ravallion,	  2003,	  p.	  5;	  Todd,	  2007,	  p.	  3863).	  As	  for	  choice	  of	  matching	  algorithm	   in	   this	   second	   stage,	   the	  main	  algorithm	  choice	   in	   this	   thesis	   is	   the	  relatively	  straightforward	  Nearest	  Neighbour	  matching	  method.	  Each	  treated	  observation	  is	  matched	  with	   the	  observation	   from	  the	  comparison	  group	   that	   is	  most	  similar	   in	   terms	  of	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propensity	   score.	   In	   the	   equation	   for	   Model	   3,	   this	   means	   that	   the	   nearest	   neighbour‘s	  weight	   is	   set	   to	   1.	   In	   addition	   to	   the	   Nearest	   Neighbour	   matching	   estimator,	   the	   non-­‐parametric	   Kernel	   matching	   estimator	   is	   used	   as	   a	   robustness	   check.	   This	   matching	  algorithm	  calculates	  weighted	  averages	  of	  all	  individuals	  in	  the	  control	  group	  to	  construct	  a	  counterfactual	  outcome	  that	  will	  be	  compared	  with	  the	  treated	  group.	  The	  Kernel	  matching	  method	  thus	  uses	  more	  information	  to	  construct	  a	  general	  counterfactual,	  which	  can	  lower	  the	   variance	   in	   the	   estimations.	   The	   Kernel	   matching	   algorithm	   is	   tried	   out	   both	   with	   a	  lower	  and	  a	  higher	  choice	  of	  bandwidth,	  implying	  a	  more	  steep	  or	  smooth	  density	  function.	  The	  higher	  bandwidth	  can	  be	  used	  to	  obtain	  a	  lower	  variance,	  although	  it	  must	  be	  noted	  that	  it	  may	  also	  be	  too	  smooth,	  leading	  to	  a	  biased	  estimate	  (Becker	  &	  Ichino,	  2002,	  pp.	  361-­‐364).	  	  The	  propensity	  score	  matching	  method	  is	  debated	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  level	  of	  accuracy	  of	  the	  method	  is	  highly	  contextual	  and	  depends	  heavily	  on	  the	  researcher’s	  knowledge	  about	  the	  topic	  or	  program	  that	   is	  analysed.	  Therefore,	  the	  method	  is	  not	  easy	  to	  generalise,	  and	  the	   practical	   recommendations	   of	   things	   such	   as	   choice	   of	   matching	   covariates	   are	   not	  coherent	  (Heckman	  et	  al.,	  1998,	  p.	  262;	  Ravallion,	  2003,	  p.	  4).	  However,	  given	  the	  potential	  problems	  with	   the	  data	   at	  hand,	  using	  propensity	   score	  matching	  as	   a	   complement	   to	   the	  initial	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  method	  could	  be	  an	  appropriate	  approach.	  Also,	  the	  impact	  evaluation	  performed	  by	  the	  World	  Bank	  using	  the	  same	  data	  also	  applies	  propensity	  score	  matching,	   and	   similar	   propensity	   score	   matched	   sample	   difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  approaches	  are	  used	  in	  impact	  evaluations	  of	  other	  CCT	  programs,	  such	  as	  in	  evaluations	  of	  PROGRESA	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  p.	  60;	  Behrman	  et	  al,	  2009,	  pp.	  224-­‐235).	  	  In	   the	   estimations	   of	   both	   the	   difference-­‐in-­‐differences	   model	   and	   the	   model	   using	  propensity	  score	  matching,	  the	  hypothesis	  H0	  is	  that	  the	  impact	  of	  receiving	  PKH	  on	  female	  empowerment	  is	  equal	  to	  zero,	  and	  the	  alternative	  H1	  is	  that	  it	  is	  not	  equal	  to	  zero,	  i.e.	  that	  there	  is	  some	  sort	  of	  significant	  impact	  on	  female	  empowerment	  seen	  as	  a	  causal	  result	  from	  the	  PKH	  program.	  	  	  
6.3	  Dependent	  variables	  The	  outcome	  variables	  chosen	  to	  proxy	  female	  empowerment	  are	  all	  grounded	  in	  economic	  theory.	   By	   the	   use	   of	   survey	   answers	   from	   both	   the	   married	   women	   module	   and	   the	  household	  core	  module	  in	  the	  World	  Bank	  data	  set,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  construct	  and	  try	  out	  a	  few	   different	   dependent	   variables	   proxying	   female	   empowerment.	   These	   dependent	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variables	  make	   use	   of	   information	   from	   survey	   questions	   regarding	   patterns	   of	   decision-­‐making	  in	  the	  households,	  power	  structures	  within	  the	  households,	  and	  finally	  the	  women’s	  participation	  in	  the	  formal	  labour	  market.	  	  Table	  3.	  List	  of	  dependent	  variables	  	  
Variable	  
name	  
Targeted	  type	  of	  	  female	  
empowerment	  
Variable	  
type	  
Variable	  	  
description	  
dececu	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  husband	  alone	  makes	  the	  household	  decisions	  regarding	  education	  	  
dechealth	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  husband	  alone	  makes	  the	  household	  decisions	  regarding	  health	  	  
decdisc	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  husband	  alone	  makes	  the	  household	  decisions	  regarding	  disciplinary	  enforcement	  
decbaby	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  husband	  alone	  makes	  the	  household	  decisions	  regarding	  having	  more	  babies	  
permveg	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  woman	  needs	  to	  ask	  for	  permission	  to	  buy	  vegetables	  for	  the	  household	  
permmedicine	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  woman	  needs	  to	  ask	  for	  permission	  to	  buy	  medicine	  for	  herself	  
permclothes	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  woman	  needs	  to	  ask	  for	  permission	  to	  buy	  clothes	  	  	  
permsuppl	   women’s	  status	  /	  bargaining	  power	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  woman	  needs	  to	  ask	  for	  permission	  to	  buy	  personal	  supplies	  
working	  	   labour	  market	  participation	   dummy	   =1	  if	  the	  woman	  reported	  her	  main	  activity	  to	  be	  work	  	  
managingHH	   labour	  market	  participation	   dummy	   =1	  if	  	  the	  woman	  reported	  her	  main	  activity	  to	  be	  maintaining	  the	  household	  
	  
Source:	  World	  Bank	  (2010).	  	  Table	  3	  displays	  the	  ten	  dependent	  variables	  constructed	  and	  used	  in	  the	  main	  regressions.	  Eight	  of	  these	  relate	  to	  the	  women’s	  status	  and	  decision-­‐making	  power,	  and	  the	  remaining	  two	   variables	   relate	   to	   labour	   market	   participation.	   The	   dependent	   variables	   are	   all	  transformed	  and	   coded	   into	  dummy	  variables	   for	   reasons	  of	   interpretation.	  The	   variables	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related	  to	  status	  and	  decision-­‐making	  power	  are	  all	  coded	  and	  constructed	  as	  ‘negative’,	  i.e.	  they	  take	  on	  higher	  values	  when	  the	  woman	  is	  not	  allowed	  to	  make	  decisions	  by	  herself	  or	  when	  she	  has	  to	  ask	  for	  permission	  to	  buy	  groceries	  or	  consumption	  goods.	  Thus,	  to	  see	  an	  increase	  in	  female	  empowerment,	  the	  values	  of	  these	  dependent	  variables	  should	  decrease.	  	  	  All	  the	  variables	  are	  used	  in	  the	  regressions,	  although	  some	  of	  them	  are	  believed	  to	  be	  more	  sensitive	  in	  capturing	  effects	  on	  empowerment,	  and	  thus	  be	  better	  proxies.	  For	  example,	  an	  increase	  in	  the	  variable	  for	  women	  reporting	  labour	  work	  to	  be	  their	  main	  activity	  does	  not	  have	   to	   imply	   that	   all	   these	  women	  have	   chosen	   to	  work	  because	   they	  wanted	   to.	  On	   the	  contrary,	   it	   could	   just	   as	   well	   mean	   that	   some	   of	   them	  were	   forced	   to	   begin	   working	   to	  support	  their	  households	  due	  to	  some	  other	  outside	  factor.	  	  	  
6.4	  Results	  and	  robustness	  To	   be	   able	   to	   examine	   the	   potential	   effect	   of	   PKH	   on	   female	   empowerment,	   both	   the	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	   approach	   and	   the	   propensity	   score	  matching	   approach	   are	   used.	  The	  latter	  one	  is	  applied	  as	  an	  effort	  to	  correct	   for	  the	  previously	  discussed	  problems	  that	  the	   data	   could	   have	   in	   the	   more	   straightforward	   difference-­‐in-­‐differences	   model.	   As	   all	  models	  use	  dummies	  both	  as	  dependent	  and	   independent	  variables	  and	  aim	  at	  estimating	  changes	   in	   trends,	   the	  value	  of	   their	  signs	  can	  be	   interpreted,	  but	  no	  exact	   interpretations	  regarding	  the	  size	  of	  the	  coefficients	  should	  be	  made.	  	  Analysing	   the	   results	   of	   the	   first	   difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  model	   that	   tries	   to	   estimate	   the	  treatment	   effect,	   the	   tables	   for	   Model	   1	   in	   Appendix	   B	   all	   suggest	   that	   there	   are	   no	  significant	   changes	   in	   the	  𝐷𝐷 	  estimator	   as	   results	   of	   PKH.	   Moreover,	   relating	   to	   the	  previously	  discussed	  shortcomings	  of	   the	  difference-­‐in-­‐differences	  model	   in	   the	  context	  of	  this	  thesis,	  it	  can	  be	  seen	  that	  the	  fit	  of	  Model	  1	  is	  generally	  extremely	  poor.	  To	  interpret	  the	  results	  in	  greater	  detail,	  we	  can	  look	  at	  the	  𝐷𝐷	  estimator,	  which	  is	  the	  same	  as	  the	  variable	  
interaction	   in	   Table	   B1-­‐B10.	   As	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   these	   tables,	   for	   all	   different	   dependent	  variables,	  there	  are	  no	  significant	  results	  in	  the	  interaction	  variable.	  	  	  However,	   we	   note	   that	   some	   of	   the	   control	   variables	   seem	   to	   be	   significantly	   linked	   to	  female	  empowerment.	  For	  example,	  the	  controls	  for	  education	  and	  area	  are	  significant	  at	  a	  1	  per	  cent	  level	  in	  several	  versions	  of	  Model	  1.	  Second,	  it	  seems	  as	  if	  the	  women	  who	  were	  in	  the	  treatment	  group	  to	  a	  lesser	  extent	  have	  a	  husband	  that	  alone	  decides	  whether	  the	  wife	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should	   have	   another	   baby.	   This	   is	   seen	   by	   the	   negative	   coefficient	   value	   for	   the	   treated	  variable	  in	  Table	  B4,	  and	  probably	  relates	  to	  the	  somewhat	  problematic	  baseline	  results	  that	  indicated	  that	  the	  women	  who	  received	  PKH	  were	  a	  bit	  different	  (as	  discussed	  in	  section	  6.1	  and	  presented	   in	  Table	  A1-­‐A5	  in	  Appendix	  A).	  For	  example,	   these	  baseline	  results	  showed	  that	  those	  who	  received	  PKH	  more	  often	  lived	  in	  urban	  areas,	  where	  women	  may	  have	  more	  decision-­‐making	   power	   in	   general,	   but	   also	   better	   opportunities	   for	   even	   accessing	   birth	  control.	   Third,	   we	   also	   note	   that	   the	   postPKH	   coefficient	   is	   significant	   for	   all	   dependent	  variables	   that	   are	   built	   upon	   the	   survey	   questions	   about	   permission	   to	   purchase	  consumption	   goods	   (Table	   B5-­‐B8).	   The	   negative	   values	   of	   these	   coefficients	   suggest	   that	  there	  could	  be	  a	  trend	  of	  that	  women	  to	  a	  lesser	  extent	  have	  to	  ask	  for	  permission	  from	  their	  husbands	  to	  purchase	  household	  goods	  over	  time,	  thus	  indicating	  there	  might	  be	  a	  general	  time	   trend	   towards	   improved	   gender	   equality.	   The	   postPKH	   coefficients	   for	   the	   variables	  built	  on	  working	  and	  managing	  the	  household	  also	  seem	  to	  follow	  this	  trend,	  which	  is	  seen	  in	   the	   positive	   sign	   of	   this	   coefficient	   in	   terms	   of	  work,	   and	   the	   negative	   sign	   in	   terms	   of	  managing	  the	  household	  (Table	  B9-­‐B10).	  	  	  The	  results	  from	  the	  village	  level	  estimations	  in	  Model	  2,	  seeking	  to	  estimate	  the	  placement	  effect	  of	  PKH	  on	  female	  empowerment	  are	  presented	  in	  a	  slightly	  more	  compromised	  table	  than	   the	   ones	   for	   the	   household	   level	   regressions.	   None	   of	   the	   village	   level	   specifications	  indicate	   any	   significant	   impact	   on	   female	   empowerment,	   no	   matter	   what	   dependent	  variable	   that	   is	   used	   or	   what	   controls	   that	   are	   included.	  13	  Also	   for	   Model	   2,	   the	   fit	   is	  generally	  quite	  bad.	  However,	  the	  significant	  and	  negative	  values	  for	  the	  postPKH	  coefficient	  in	  Table	  B11	  also	  suggest	  a	  general	  time	  trend	  of	  women	  to	  a	  lesser	  extent	  having	  to	  ask	  for	  their	  husbands’	  permission	  to	  buy	  goods.	  	  To	   sum	  up	   the	  discussion	   about	   the	   first	   two	  models,	  we	   see	   that	   for	   all	   of	   the	   estimated	  regressions	   of	   Model	   1	   and	   2,	   the	   insignificant	   relationship	   between	   PKH	   and	   female	  empowerment	  remains	  in	  all	  robustness	  test,	  i.e.	  the	  interaction	  variable	  is	  insignificant	  for	  all	  different	  dependent	  variables,	  and	  remains	  insignificant	  when	  different	  combinations	  of	  control	   variables	   are	   added.	   In	   order	   to	   see	   if	   the	  propensity	   score	  matching	   technique	   is	  more	   appropriate,	   Model	   3	   is	   estimated.	   After	   calculating	   propensity	   scores	   by	   a	   probit	  regression	  and	  performing	  the	  actual	  matching,	   it	   is	  assured	  that	   the	  previously	  explained	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  13	  	  More	  detailed	  results	  are	  available	  upon	  request,	  but	  no	  matter	  what	  dependent	  variables	  and	  controls	  that	  were	  used,	  no	  significant	  results	  were	  seen	  for	  the	  𝐷𝐷	  estimator.	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precondition	  of	   common	  support	   is	   fulfilled.14	  Also,	   the	  matching	   results	   indicate	   that	   this	  procedure	   significantly	   reduce	   the	   dissimilarities	   between	   the	   two	   groups.	   Then,	  regressions	   of	   all	   the	   different	   dependent	   variables	   are	   performed	   using	   the	   now	   more	  appropriate	  control	  group	  constructed	  by	  the	  matching	  technique.	  	  Appendix	  B	   presents	   regressions	  with	   all	   dependent	   variables	  with	   the	  more	   appropriate	  control	   group	   constructed	   by	   the	   matching	   technique.	   No	   significant	   impact	   of	   PKH	   on	  female	  empowerment	  can	  be	  distinguished.	  For	  example	  Table	  B12	  in	  Appendix	  B	  presents	  the	   results	   for	   the	   variable	   diff_decedu	   which	   is	   the	   difference	   in	   trends	   of	   household	  decisions	   regarding	   children’s	   education.	   The	   coefficient	   of	   interest	   is	   located	   in	   the	   cell	  where	   the	   row	   for	   average	   treatment	   effect	   (ATT)	  meets	   the	   column	   for	  Differences.	   This	  coefficient	   indicates	   the	  difference	   in	   trends	   in	   female	  empowerment	  between	   the	   treated	  and	  control	  group,	  where	  female	  empowerment	  in	  this	  particular	  table	  is	  measured	  by	  the	  use	  of	  the	  decedu	  variable.	  The	  structure	  for	  interpreting	  the	  results	  of	  the	  propensity	  score	  matching	  model	  is	  the	  same	  for	  all	  the	  different	  dependent	  variables.	  As	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  Table	  B13-­‐B22,	   no	   regression	   produces	   evidence	   of	   causal	   changes	   in	   female	   empowerment,	   as	  the	  different	  diff_	  variables	  are	  never	  significant.	  This	  is	  also	  true	  when	  the	  same	  procedure	  is	   conducted	   using	   a	   Kernel	   matching	   algorithm	   as	   a	   robustness	   check.	   No	   significant	  relationships	   are	   seen	   neither	   using	   a	   small	   or	   a	   large	   choice	   of	   bandwidth	   of	   0.2	   and	   2	  respectively	   (see	   example	   in	  Table	  B23-­‐B24).	   That	   another	  matching	   algorithm	  makes	   no	  difference	  to	  the	  results	  is	  not	  very	  surprising,	  as	  the	  choice	  of	  algorithm	  did	  not	  make	  any	  difference	  in	  the	  World	  Bank	  impact	  evaluation	  of	  PKH	  either	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  pp.	  72-­‐73).	  To	   conclude,	   no	  matter	  what	   dependent	   variable	   is	   being	   estimated,	   and	   no	  matter	  what	  matching	  algorithm,	  no	  significant	  effect	  from	  PKH	  on	  female	  empowerment	  is	  found.15	  	  In	   sum,	   it	   must	   be	   concluded	   that	   in	   this	   sample	   it	   is	   not	   possible	   to	   find	   a	   causal	  relationship	   between	   the	   PKH	   program	   and	   female	   empowerment	   in	   Indonesia.	   Different	  specifications	  and	  methods	  are	  tried	  out,	  but	  the	  results	  remain	  insignificant.	  These	  findings	  are	  in	  line	  with	  the	  previous	  literature	  on	  PKH	  and	  female	  empowerment,	  which	  by	  the	  use	  of	   qualitative	  methods	   also	   suggested	   no	   or	   limited	   effects.	   Hence,	   despite	   claims	   of	   CCT	  programs	  having	  the	  potential	  of	  empowering	  women	  now	  in	  the	  present	  time	  period,	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  14	  	  This	  is	  done	  by	  plotting	  the	  regions	  of	  common	  support	  for	  each	  dependent	  variable,	  and	  graphically	  check	  that	  there	  is	  an	  overlap	  of	  the	  propensity	  scores	  of	  the	  PKH	  beneficiaries	  and	  non-­‐beneficiaries.	  15	  More	  detailed	  results	  are	  available	  upon	  request,	  but	  for	  all	  different	  combinations	  that	  were	  applied	  and	  tried	  out,	  no	  significant	  results	  were	  seen	  in	  the	  diff_	  variables.	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despite	   other	   claims	  of	   CCT	  programs	  potentially	  worsen	   the	   situation	   for	   the	  beneficiary	  women	   in	   terms	   of	   empowerment,	   no	   evidence	   of	   PKH	   having	   any	   type	   of	   short-­‐term	  impacts	   on	   female	   empowerment	   is	   found	   in	   this	   sample.	   To	   answer	   the	  question	  of	  why	  this	  is	  the	  case,	  the	  analysis	  is	  deepened	  with	  a	  qualitative	  research	  component.	  	  	  
7.	  QUALITATIVE	  RESEARCH	  COMPONENT	  	  
7.1	  Qualitative	  method	  The	  main	  purpose	  of	  the	  qualitative	  research	  undertaken	  for	  this	  thesis	  is	  to	  obtain	  a	  greater	  understanding	  of	  the	  context	  and	  the	  perspective	  of	  all	  stakeholders	  in	  PKH.	  This	  is	  believed	  to	  be	  particularly	  important	  since	  female	  empowerment	  is	  a	  broad	  concept	  that	  is	  difficult	  to	  quantify.	   Furthermore,	   in	   line	   with	   the	   progression	   of	   the	   quantitative	   analysis,	   the	  qualitative	  research	  can	  hopefully	  provide	  some	  explanations	  of	   the	  obtained	  econometric	  results	  suggesting	  no	  discernable	  impacts	  of	  PKH	  on	  female	  empowerment.	  	  The	  qualitative	  method	  mainly	  consists	  of	  interviews	  with	  persons	  that	  were	  either	  directly	  involved	   in	   the	   PKH	  program	  or	   that	  worked	  with	   issues	   connected	   to	  women’s	   rights	   in	  Indonesia.	  One	  point	   that	   needs	   to	   be	   brought	   up	   in	   regards	   to	   the	   qualitative	  method,	   is	  that	   since	   there	   is	   no	   common	  procedure	   for	   interview	   research,	   the	   interview	  method	   is	  adjusted	   to	   fit	   the	   Indonesian	  context	  and	   the	   fact	   that	   the	   research	   topic	   is	  of	   a	   sensitive	  nature	   (Kvale	   &	   Brinkmann,	   2009,	   p.	   13).	   As	   another	   consequence	   of	   the	   research	   topic	  being	  of	  sensitive	  nature,	  none	  of	  the	  respondents’	  names	  are	  being	  explicitly	  spelled	  out	  in	  the	  reference	  footnotes.	  Moreover,	  during	  all	  the	  interviews,	  care	  was	  taken	  to	  avoid	  leading	  questions	  or	   to	   in	  any	  way	   influence	   the	   interviewee	   (Kvale	  &	  Brinkmann,	  2009,	  pp.	  158-­‐159).	  	  	  	  In	  all	  the	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  interviews	  undertaken	  in	  the	  thesis	  research,	  the	  qualitative	  method	  of	  semi-­‐structured	  interviews	  was	  applied.	  For	  each	  interview	  there	  was	  a	  sequence	  of	  themes	  to	  be	  brought	  up,	  and	  for	  each	  of	  these	  themes	  there	  were	  some	  suggested	  questions.	  Thus,	  the	  interviews	  did	  not	  follow	  a	  strictly	  structured	  questionnaire,	  but	  were	  instead	  open	  for	  changes	   and	   for	   follow	   up	   questions	   to	   the	   answers	   given	   by	   the	   respondent.	   The	   semi-­‐structured	   interview	   method	   is	   believed	   to	   be	   particularly	   beneficial	   when	   one	   as	   an	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‘outsider’	   is	   trying	   to	   understand	   the	   interviewee’s	   perspective	   of	   a	   given	   topic	   (Kvale	   &	  Brinkmann,	  2009,	  pp.	  27,	  124).	  	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  semi-­‐structured	  interviews,	  there	  was	  also	  an	  opportunity	  for	  applying	  a	  focus	   group	   discussion	   approach.	   Additional	   information	   could	   then	   be	   acquired,	   through	  the	   interaction	   in	  a	  group	  of	  participating	  women	  discussing	   their	  experiences	  of	   the	  PKH	  program	   in	   their	   communities.	   Thereby,	   some	  new	   important	   issues	   came	  up	   that	   turned	  out	  to	  be	  very	  relevant	  to	  the	  research	  topic	  (Kvale	  &	  Brinkmann,	  2009,	  p.	  105;	  Stewart	  et	  al.,	   2007,	   p.	   140).	   All	   of	   the	   interviews	   and	   discussion	   groups	   contributed	   to	   a	   better	  understanding	  of	  how	  the	  PKH	  program	  works	  and	  of	  the	  situation	  of	  women	  in	  Indonesia.	  Some	  of	  the	  most	  interesting	  results	  are	  presented	  in	  the	  following	  sections.	  	  	  	  
7.2	  Qualitative	  results	  The	   results	   of	   the	   interviews	   and	   focus	   groups	   have	   been	   broken	  down	   into	   a	   number	   of	  points,	   which	   are	   believed	   to	   contribute	   to	   a	   deeper	   understanding	   of	   why	   the	   previous	  econometric	   analysis	   did	  not	  provide	   any	   rigid	   evidence	  of	   short-­‐term	   impacts	   of	   PKH	  on	  female	  empowerment.	  These	  points	  shed	  light	  on	  some	  issues	  with	  the	  PKH	  program,	  which	  can	   all	   be	   related	   to	   the	   research	   topic.	   The	   points	   do	   not	   only	   relate	   to	   a	   discussion	   of	  empowerment	  through	  receiving	  cash	  transfers	  per	  se,	  but	  also	  to	  how	  the	  other	  program	  mechanisms	  of	  PKH	  may	  be	  connected	  to	  the	  women’s	  short-­‐term	  empowerment.	  	  
Point	  1:	  Program	  targeting	  issues	  –	  both	  on	  household	  level	  and	  on	  sub-­‐district	  level.	  	  
‘Not	  all	  the	  eligible	  women	  in	  my	  community	  receive	  PKH,	  and	  there	  is	  no	  good	  explanation	  	  
to	  why	  that	  is.	  This	  situation	  is	  a	  possible	  source	  of	  conflict.’	  16	  	  Problems	  with	  individual	  targeting	  could	  be	  a	  reason	  to	  why	  there	  are	  no	  effects	  of	  PKH	  on	  female	   empowerment.	   This	   since	   not	   all	   women	   and	   households	   that	   according	   to	   the	  program	  criteria	  are	  eligible	  for	  PKH	  have	  actually	  been	  enrolled	  in	  the	  program.	  One	  reason	  to	  this	  situation	  is	  that	  the	  BDT	  database	  used	  for	  the	  targeting	  process	  only	  contains	  static	  data,	  and	  this	  data	  was	  collected	  in	  2011.	  The	  targeting	  for	  the	  pilot	  stage	  of	  PKH	  (the	  data	  used	  in	  the	  econometric	  analysis	  of	  this	  thesis)	  builds	  on	  an	  earlier	  DHS	  study	  in	  Indonesia	  that	  was	  quite	  old	  at	  the	  time.	  Hence,	  many	  eligible	  women	  that	  in	  accordance	  with	  a	  proper	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  16	  	  FGD	  in	  Maluku,	  female	  community	  leader,	  May	  2015.	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randomisation	  should	  have	  had	  access	  to	  the	  PKH	  program	  do	  not,	  and	  this	  could	  affect	  the	  program’s	  impact.	  According	  to	  TNP2K,	  the	  BDT	  	  database	  will	  be	  updated	  late	  in	  2015,	  and	  the	  targeting	  issue	  will	  hopefully	  be	  minimised	  after	  new	  data	  has	  been	  collected.17	  	  	  
‘PKH	  has	  already	  been	  implemented	  in	  central	  Maluku.	  	  
But	  nobody	  knows	  if	  and	  when	  it	  will	  come	  here.’	  18	  	  The	  above	  statement	  comes	  from	  a	  focus	  group	  discussion,	  where	  one	  woman	  from	  a	  civil	  society	  organisation	  in	  Maluku	  expressed	  her	  frustration	  of	  why	  her	  community	  did	  not	  yet	  have	   access	   to	   PKH.	   Part	   of	   the	   answer	   could	   lie	   in	   the	   fact	   that	   sub-­‐districts	  must	   prove	  themselves	  supply-­‐side	  ready	  and	  willing	  to	  make	  efforts	  before	  Kemensos	  implement	  PKH	  in	  that	  specific	  area.	  According	  to	  the	  staff	  at	  TNP2K	  in	  Jakarta,	  there	  have	  been	  discussions	  on	   whether	   TNP2K	   should	   elect	   sub-­‐districts	   for	   participation	   regardless	   of	   supply-­‐side	  status,	  but	  explained	  that	  Kemensos	  is	  worried	  that	  such	  a	  practise	  would	  lead	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  commitment	   from	   the	   sub-­‐districts’	   side.	   That	   only	   sub-­‐districts	   that	   are	   considered	   as	  supply-­‐side	  ready	  can	  participate	  in	  PKH	  may	  interfere	  with	  nation-­‐wide	  impacts	  on	  female	  empowerment,	  as	  many	  women	  may	  miss	  out	  on	  the	  program.	  	  	  	  
Point	  2:	  Program	  monitoring	  issues	  –	  if	  the	  program	  conditions	  are	  not	  fulfilled,	  measuring	  impacts	  will	  be	  problematic.	  	  
‘A	  lot	  of	  resources	  have	  been	  devoted	  to	  improving	  routines	  and	  educating	  the	  facilitators.	  	  
The	  monitoring	  system	  now	  works	  satisfyingly.’	  	  19	  	  Reading	   the	   existing	   literature	   on	   PKH,	   it	   is	   clear	   that	   the	   MIS	   system	   did	   not	   work	  satisfyingly,	   in	  particular	  during	  the	  pilot	  stage	  (Alatas	  et	  al.,	  2011,	  pp.	  7,	  21-­‐22;	  Kharisma,	  2008,	  pp.	  17-­‐18).	  This	  is	  something	  that	  obviously	  could	  have	  implications	  for	  the	  results	  in	  the	   previous	   quantitative	   analysis,	   as	   it	   could	   cancel	   out	   effects	   of	   the	   conditional	   part	   of	  PKH.	  However,	   according	   to	   both	  Bappenas	   and	  TNP2K	  monitoring	  has	  been	   significantly	  improved	  since	  the	  pilot	  stage,	  and	  a	  lot	  of	  resources	  have	  been	  devoted	  to	  educate	  people	  working	  at	  all	   levels	   in	  the	  PKH	  system.	  Furthermore,	  TNP2K	  recently	  developed	  a	  system	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  17	  	  Interview	  at	  the	  TNP2K	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  June	  2015.	  18	  	  FGD	  in	  Maluku,	  May	  2015,	  female	  community	  leader.	  19	  	  Interview	  at	  the	  Bappenas	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	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called	   ‘Smart	   PKH’	   that	   Kemensos	   could	   use	   in	   their	  management	   of	   the	   program.20	  	   This	  system	  takes	  advantage	  of	  modern	  technology	  and	  mobile	  e-­‐solutions,	  and	  is	  hoped	  to	  make	  monitoring	  even	  more	  efficient.	   In	  sum,	  this	  means	  that	  more	  up-­‐to-­‐date	  data	  would	  likely	  reflect	  a	  program	  with	  better	  monitoring	  and	  control	  mechanisms,	  as	  opposed	   to	   the	  data	  that	  is	  used	  in	  the	  quantitative	  analysis	  of	  this	  thesis.	  	  	  
Point	  3:	  Program	  socialisation	  issues	  –	  few	  know	  about	  PKH.	  	  
‘PKH	  is	  the	  flagship	  of	  the	  Cluster	  1	  programs.’	  	  21	  	  The	  above	  statement	  comes	  from	  an	  interview	  at	  the	  TNP2K	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  but	  in	  contrast	  to	  this	  statement	  many	  people	  had	  not	  heard	  about	  PKH,	  not	  even	  people	  that	  work	  in	  local	  governments	   or	   that	  work	  with	  women’s	   organisations.	   If	   not	   even	  women	   organisations	  know	   about	   PKH,	   other	   outside	   sources	   and	   influencers	   are	   also	   unlikely	   to	   have	   heard	  about	  it,	  and	  are	  thus	  not	  likely	  to	  lobby	  for	  improvements	  in	  the	  program	  design.	  This	  could	  in	   turn	   be	   a	   reason	   to	   why	   not	   more	   work	   has	   been	   done	   with	   examining	   the	   de	   facto	  channels	  that	  PKH	  already	  offers	  to	  strengthen	  women.	  However,	  as	  PKH	  keeps	  expanding,	  the	   lack	  of	   socialisation	  will	   likely	  be	   improved.	  Through	   this	  evolution,	  more	  civil	   society	  organisations	  may	  want	   to	   get	   involved	   in	   the	  work	  with	   integrating	   the	   gender	   equality	  perspective	  more	  into	  the	  PKH	  program	  design.	  	  	  
Point	  4:	  The	  PKH	  program	  facilitators	  –	  different	  approaches	  and	  work	  methods.	  	  
‘The	  facilitator	  has	  been	  working	  a	  lot	  with	  educating	  women	  about	  their	  rights	  and	  has	  
arranged	  a	  support	  and	  discussion	  group	  for	  the	  women.	  But	  this	  is	  just	  because	  he	  has	  been	  
active	  in	  an	  organisation	  that	  works	  for	  women’s	  rights	  before	  becoming	  a	  facilitator.’	  22	  	  The	   person	   working	   as	   a	   facilitator	   is	   the	   final	   and	   most	   local	   link	   between	   the	   actual	  beneficiary	   women	   and	   the	   PKH	   cash	   transfer	   system.	   The	   facilitator	   is	   responsible	   for	  advising	  and	  monitoring	  a	  maximum	  of	  200-­‐250	  women.	  It	  is	  up	  to	  the	  facilitator	  at	  the	  local	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  20	  	  Interview	  at	  the	  TNP2K	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  June	  2015.	  21	  	  Interview	  at	  the	  TNP2K	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  June	  2015.	  22	  	  FGD	  in	  Maluku,	  May	  2015.	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level	  to	  decide	  how	  to	  organise	  this	  work,	  but	  the	  person	  should	  at	  least	  tell	  the	  women	  how	  the	  money	  should	  be	  used	  in	  order	  for	  the	  transfers	  to	  not	  be	  discontinued.	  The	  facilitators	  could	   also	   use	   their	   position	   to	   arrange	   support	   groups,	   educate	   the	   beneficiaries,	   and	  cooperate	  with	  pro-­‐women	  organisations.	  Some	  facilitators	  do	  this,	  but	  not	  all.	  Through	  the	  interviews	  and	  discussions,	   it	  becomes	  clear	   that	   the	   facilitator	   could	  be	  a	  very	   important	  resource	   in	  the	  work	  with	  empowering	  women,	  since	  this	  person	  is	  connected	  to	  the	   local	  context	   and	   respected	   in	   the	   community,	   but	   today	   there	   are	  no	   regulated	  ways	   in	  which	  this	   person	   should	   organise	   his	   or	   her	  work.	   Thus,	  we	   see	   very	   different	   approaches	   and	  work	  methods	   in	  terms	  of	   the	   facilitators’	  contribution	  to	  the	  PKH	  program,	  which	   in	  turn	  affects	  the	  potential	  empowerment	  of	  the	  beneficiary	  women.	  	  	  
Point	  5:	  Heterogeneous	  program	  areas	  –	  different	  contexts	  and	  opportunities.	  	  
‘In	  some	  areas,	  you	  can	  own	  a	  cell	  phone	  but	  still	  be	  considered	  as	  extremely	  poor’	  23	  	  As	  Indonesia	  is	  such	  a	  large	  and	  fragmented	  country,	  it	  is	  no	  surprise	  that	  traditions,	  culture,	  and	  resources	  differ	  a	  lot	  between	  the	  PKH	  sub-­‐districts.	  This	  may	  in	  turn	  lead	  to	  the	  same	  policy	  approach	  having	  different	  effects	   in	  different	  areas,	  which	  may	  call	   for	  more	  region	  specific	  approaches.	  This	  is	  something	  that	  has	  been	  noticed	  by	  the	  program	  developers	  at	  TNP2K,	  who	   for	   example	  have	  discussed	  having	   a	   specific	   ‘remote	   area	   version’	   of	   PKH.24	  Other	  interviewees	  mentioned	  that	  traditions	  and	  religion	  could	  be	  better	  integrated	  in	  the	  PKH	  program	  design,	  perhaps	  by	  cooperating	  more	  with	  local	  religious	  organisations.	  	  	  The	   Indonesian	  organisation	  PEKKA	  cooperates	  with	  religious	  organisations	   in	   their	  work	  with	  empowering	  female	  single-­‐headed	  households,	  and	  this	  could	  perhaps	  be	  an	  approach	  to	  reach	  sustainable	  change	  through	  PKH	  as	  well.25	  For	  example,	  as	  some	  parts	  of	  Indonesia	  are	   more	   religious	   than	   others,	   it	   could	   be	   important	   to	   make	   sure	   that	   the	   values	   of	  women’s	   empowerment	   that	   could	   be	   enhanced	   through	   PKH	   are	   supported	   by	   the	   local	  religious	  organisations,	  so	  that	  the	  beneficiary	  women	  do	  not	  feel	  that	  what	  they	  may	  learn	  through	  the	  PKH	  program	  is	  against	  the	  values	  of	  their	  religion.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  23	  	  Interview	  with	  PEKKA	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	  	  24	  	  Interview	  at	  the	  TNP2K	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	  25	  	  Interview	  with	  PEKKA	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	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Point	  6:	  Lack	  of	  discussion	  and	  support	  groups	  –	  some	  women	  receive	  no	  support.	  	  
‘The	  women	  could	  always	  create	  their	  own	  discussion	  groups.	  	  
But	  then	  it	  will	  be	  informal,	  and	  that	  is	  no	  good.’	  26	  	  Point	   6	   relates	   to	   point	   4	   about	   the	   different	  work	  methods	   of	   the	   facilitators,	   and	  more	  specifically	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  there	  is	  no	  regulated	  approach	  on	  how	  the	  interaction	  with	  the	  beneficiary	  women	  should	  be	  organised.	  Some	  of	   the	   interviewees	  mentioned	  that	   if	   there	  were	  formalised	  women	  groups,	  explicitly	  attached	  to	  the	  PKH	  program,	  women	  would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  attend	  these.	  Such	  groups	  provide	  a	  good	  opportunity	  for	  the	  women	  to	  learn	  more	   about	   their	   rights	   and	   opportunities,	   receive	   education,	   exchange	   ideas,	   and	   gain	  confidence—and	  could	   thus	  be	  a	  very	  beneficial	   activity	   to	  arrange	   in	   relation	   to	   the	  PKH	  program.	  Some	  facilitators	  have	  acknowledged	  this,	  but	  there	  are	  no	  regulations	  stating	  that	  such	  support	  should	  exist.	  A	  more	  formalised	  and	  central	  decision	  on	  supporting	  the	  women	  could	  thus	  increase	  the	  prevalence	  of	  such	  groups	  and	  hopefully	   lead	  to	  positive	  results	   in	  terms	  of	  empowering	  women.	  	  	  
Point	  7:	  Lack	  of	  inclusion	  of	  husbands	  –	  may	  consolidate	  women	  as	  primary	  caretakers.	  	  
‘It	  [..PKH]	  is	  a	  good	  tool	  to	  be	  able	  to	  reach	  the	  underlying	  values	  in	  society	  by	  	  
empowering	  women	  economically.	  But	  in	  order	  to	  make	  this	  mechanism	  work,	  	  
more	  dimensions	  of	  gender	  equality	  must	  be	  included	  in	  the	  program.’	  27	  	  The	   above	   quote	   is	   not	   unique.	   Several	   representatives	   from	   organisations	   that	   were	  interviewed	  expressed	  concerns	  of	  the	  PKH	  program	  design,	  and	  more	  specifically,	  concerns	  of	   the	  way	   in	  which	   the	   program	   conditions	   tie	  women	   to	   the	   home	   and	   put	   the	  women	  alone	  in	  charge	  of	   fulfilling	  the	  conditions.	  This	  reasoning	  relates	  to	  the	   idea	  that	  although	  human	  capital	  may	  be	  built	  as	  results	  of	  the	  conditions,	  the	  current	  design	  may	  also	  enhance	  backward-­‐striving	  perceptions	  of	  what	  a	  woman	  should	  do	  in	  her	  life	  and	  what	  her	  position	  should	  be	  in	  the	  household.	  	  Therefore,	  in	  order	  to	  move	  towards	  a	  more	  equal	  society,	  such	  traditional	  and	  institutionalised	  gender	  roles	  must	  be	  relaxed.	  This	  is	  a	  long	  process,	  and	  it	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  26	  	  FGD	  in	  Maluku,	  female	  community	  leader	  in	  Ambon,	  May	  2015.	  27	  	  Interview	  with	  PEKKA	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	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must	   generally	   start	   in	   the	   household	   and/or	   local	   community	   to	   be	   able	   to	   evolve	   from	  within.	   Many	   interviewees	   believed	   that	   PKH	   could	   attend	  more	   to	   this	   issue	   among	   the	  poor	   households,	   and	   serve	   as	   a	   good	   tool	   to	   set	   off	   changes	   in	   traditional	   patterns	   in	  society.	  But	  for	  that	  to	  happen,	  the	  current	  design	  has	  to	  be	  altered.	  	  	  
‘A	  group	  of	  fisher	  women	  receiving	  PKH	  that	  I	  work	  with	  in	  the	  support	  group	  have	  themselves	  
requested	  that	  their	  husbands	  should	  also	  have	  some	  information	  and	  education	  sessions.’	  	  28	  
	  Something	   that	   was	   repeatedly	   mentioned	   during	   the	   interviews	   was	   that	   one	   way	   to	  possibly	  being	  able	  to	  relax	  traditional	  gender	  roles	  could	  be	  by	  including	  husbands	  more	  in	  the	   PKH	   program	   design.	   One	   suggestion	   was	   that	   husbands	   could	   attend	   the	   women’s	  meetings	  or	  specific	  PKH	  education	  sessions.	  However,	  one	  respondent	  expressed	  concerns	  about	   bringing	   husbands	   to	   meetings	   together	   with	   the	   women,	   since	   it	   could	   ‘limit	   the	  women’s	   creativity’	   and	   hence	   intrude	   on	   their	   free	   discussion	   zone.29	  Thus,	   separate	  information	   sessions	   or	   another	   type	   of	   solution	   could	   potentially	   deal	   with	   the	   present	  situation	  of	  an	  almost	  total	  non-­‐inclusion	  of	  husbands	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  families.	  
	  
	  
Point	   8:	   The	   program	   design	   does	   not	   fully	   take	   advantage	   of	   all	   available	   channels	   to	  empower	  women.	  	  
‘In	  order	  to	  make	  real	  change,	  initiatives	  should	  come	  from	  above,	  	  
and	  then	  be	  implemented	  at	  the	  village	  or	  sub-­‐district	  level.’	  30	  	  Through	  the	  qualitative	  research	  approach	  light	  is	  shed	  on	  some	  potential	  channels	  through	  which	   PKH	   could	   empower	   women	   that	   today	   are	   not	   fully	   taken	   advantage	   of.	   These	  channels	  are	  often	  not	  directly	  connected	  to	  the	  transfers	  or	  the	  conditions	  of	  the	  program	  per	  se,	  but	  more	  often	  indirect	  possibilities	  that	  could	  be	  included	  in	  the	  program	  design.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  28	  	  FGD	  in	  Maluku,	  woman	  working	  with	  the	  organisation	  LAPPAN,	  May	  2015.	  29	  	  FGD	  in	  Maluku,	  female	  community	  leader,	  May	  2015.	  30	  	  Interview	  with	  PEKKA	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	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  Some	   channels	   that	   could	   have	   the	   potential	   to	   empower	   women	   that	   were	   mentioned	  several	  times	  during	  interviews	  and	  discussions	  are:	  	  
• Arranging	  education	  sessions	  tied	  to	  the	  PKH	  program.	  	  
• The	  possibility	  of	  having	  support	  and	  discussion	  groups	  tied	  to	  the	  PKH	  program.	  
• Integrate	   a	   more	   elaborated	   gender	   perspective	   and	   have	   more	   explicit	   gender	  equality	  guidelines	  in	  the	  manuals	  that	  are	  given	  to	  the	  facilitators	  in	  their	  work.31	  
• Make	   use	   of	   the	   recently	   implemented	   education	   modules	   in	   the	   new	   transition	  phase	  that	  households	  now	  enter	  into	  after	  being	  part	  of	  PKH	  for	  5	  years.	  
• A	  possible	  distribution	  of	  information	  brochures	  to	  households	  and/or	  husbands.32	  
• Include	  husbands	   in	   the	  burden	  of	   fulfilling	  of	   the	   conditions,	   and	   also	   in	  program	  education	  sessions.	  
• Increase	  cooperation	  with	  NGOs,	  civil	  society-­‐	  and	  religious	  organisations.	  	  To	  re-­‐connect	  the	  above	  program	  channels	  to	  the	  theory	  and	  empirical	  literature	  of	  female	  empowerment,	  these	  channels	  should	  all	  have	  the	  power	  to	  affect	  women	  and	  increase	  their	  feelings	   of	   empowerment.	   More	   precisely,	   all	   these	   suggestions	   should	   be	   able	   to	   affect	  women	   in	   terms	  of	   the	  commonly	  used	  variables	   intra-­‐household	  bargaining	  power,	  labour	  
force	  participation	  levels,	  overall	  societal	  status,	   and	  opportunities	  to	  political	  influence.	  This	  since	   these	   variables	   are	   believed	   to	   be	   affected	   by	   e.g.	   education,	   more	   self-­‐confidence,	  social	  networks,	  increased	  contact	  with	  civil	  society	  organisations,	  and	  changed	  patterns	  of	  intra-­‐household	   responsibilities,	  which	  are	   things	   that	   in	   turn	  could	  be	  promoted	   through	  the	  above	  listed	  channels	  that	  PKH	  offers.	  	  The	  channels	  may	  also	  be	  connected	  to	  the	  empowerment	  dimensions	  of	  agency,	  resources,	  and	  achievement.	  Here	  we	  see	  that	  education	  sessions	  and	  support	  groups	  can	  be	  linked	  to	  the	  agency	  dimension.	  The	  networks	  that	  could	  be	  created	  by	  being	  part	  of	  the	  PKH	  program	  can	  in	  turn	  be	  linked	  to	  the	  resources	  dimension,	  since	  these	  could	  serve	  as	  means	  through	  which	  agency	  could	  be	  exercised.	  Finally,	  the	  achievements	  dimension	  could	  be	  connected	  to	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  31	  	  Interview	  at	  the	  Bappenas	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	  32	  	  Interview	  at	  the	  TNP2K	  office	  in	  Jakarta,	  May	  2015.	  
	   46	  
how	  the	  beneficiary	  women’s	  influence	  in	  society	  could	  increase	  through	  more	  cooperation	  between	  PKH	  and	  civil	  society,	  religious,	  and	  women’s	  organisations.	  
	  However,	  the	  main	  point	  of	  this	  section	  is	  that	  many	  of	  these	  identified	  channels	  for	  making	  change	   are	   not	   currently	   utilised,	   although	   the	   program	   has	   potential	   to	   increase	   its	  additional	  effects	  on	  female	  empowerment.	  The	  fact	  that	  there	  according	  to	  the	  qualitative	  analysis	   are	   many	   program	   channels	   that	   could	   affect	   the	   women’s	   feelings	   of	  empowerment	  is	  something	  that	  perhaps	  could	  be	  considered	  for	  the	  future.	  This	  especially	  as	   the	   existing	   literature	   on	   PKH,	   as	   well	   as	   the	   econometric	   analysis	   of	   this	   thesis,	   do	  suggest	   very	   limited	   effects	   in	   female	   empowerment	   from	   this	  particular	   conditional	   cash	  transfer	  program.	  	  
	  	  
8.	  CONCLUSIONS	  	  	  This	   thesis	   attempts	   to	   answer	   the	   question	   whether	   conditional	   cash	   transfer	   (CCT)	  programs	  aimed	  at	  reducing	  poverty	  also	  have	  short-­‐term	  effects	  on	  female	  empowerment.	  This	   research	   topic	   is	   examined	   in	   the	   relatively	  unexplored	   context	   of	  Program	  Keluarga	  
Harapan	   (PKH)	   in	   Indonesia.	   In	   the	   field	   of	   development	   economics,	   this	   topic	   is	   both	  interesting	  and	  relevant,	  since	  gender	  equality	  and	  female	  empowerment	  are	  key	  features	  in	  development	  efforts	  all	  around	  the	  world,	  and	  since	  CCT	  programs	   is	  claimed	  to	  be	  one	  of	  the	  development	  policy	  tools	  that	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  actually	  empower	  women.	  	  	  A	  dual	  methodology	  is	  used	  to	  examine	  the	  research	  question,	  where	  the	  method	  consists	  of	  both	   a	   quantitative	   research	   component	   analysing	   program	   evaluation	   data,	   and	   a	  qualitative	   research	   component	   analysing	   the	   deeper	   implications	   for	   the	   beneficiary	  women	  that	  the	  econometric	  analysis	  could	  not	  capture.	  By	  the	  use	  of	  a	  dual	  methodology,	  this	   thesis	   hopefully	   adds	   to	   the	   current	   literature	   on	   conditional	   cash	   transfer	   programs	  and	   female	   empowerment.	   First	   by	   using	   existing	   program	   data	   in	   a	   new	   and	   alternative	  way	  by	  fully	  focusing	  on	  female	  empowerment,	  and	  second	  by	  using	  qualitative	  methods	  to	  more	  thoroughly	  investigate	  the	  program	  features	  and	  the	  program’s	  potential	  to	  empower	  women.	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The	   extensive	   econometric	   analysis	   of	   quantitative	   program	   data	   suggests	   no	   significant	  short-­‐term	   impact	   of	   the	   PKH	   program	   on	   female	   empowerment,	   irrespectively	   of	  estimation	   method	   and	   choice	   of	   dependent	   variable.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   through	   the	  complementary	   qualitative	   research,	   some	   features	   of	   the	   PKH	   program	   that	   potentially	  contribute	   to	   these	   limited	  effects	  on	   female	  empowerment	  are	   found,	  such	  as	   issues	  with	  targeting,	   monitoring,	   program	   socialisation,	   and	   a	   general	   lack	   of	   an	   integrated	   gender	  perspective.	   Still,	   the	   results	   suggest	   that	   the	   PKH	   program	   in	   its	   current	   design	   fails	   in	  promoting	  gender	  equality	  in	  the	  short-­‐term,	  and	  is	  thus	  in	  line	  with	  the	  results	  of	  Arif	  et	  al	  (2013)	   that	   suggested	   no	   effects	   of	   PKH	   on	   intra-­‐household	   bargaining	   power.	  Consequently,	   this	   result	   is	   also	   contrary	   to	   some	   evaluations	   in	   other	   countries	   where	  researchers	   have	   found	   indications	   of	   that	   at	   least	   the	   cash	   transfers	   per	   se	   can	   increase	  women’s	   bargaining	   power,	   for	   example	   in	   the	   case	   of	   PROGRESA	   (Adato	   et	   al.,	   2000).	  Furthermore,	  the	  thesis’	  result	  is	  also	  in	  line	  with	  the	  case	  study	  by	  Kharisma	  (2008),	  who	  came	   to	   the	   conclusion	   that	   there	   are	   several	   parts	   of	   the	   PKH	   system	   that	   need	   to	   be	  improved,	   in	  order	  to	  see	  greater	  effects	  of	  the	  program.	  This	  conclusion	  thus	  seems	  to	  be	  true	  also	  when	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  analysis	  is	  on	  female	  empowerment.	  	  However,	  also	  through	  the	  qualitative	  research	  of	  this	  thesis,	  some	  features	  of	  the	  program	  design	  that	  could	  function	  as	  channels	  to	  empower	  women	  are	  found,	  such	  as	  to	  make	  better	  use	  of	  the	  valuable	  resource	  that	  the	  PKH	  facilitators	  could	  be,	  to	  include	  husbands	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  families	  more	  into	  the	  program	  and	  its	  obligations,	  and	  to	  create	  more	  education	  sessions	  or	  support	  groups	  that	  are	  officially	  linked	  to	  the	  program.	  This	  could	  be	  something	  to	   develop	   further	   in	   order	   to	   be	   able	   to	   both	   fight	   poverty	   and	   combat	   societal	   gender	  inequalities.	   Although	   gender	   equality	   is	   not	   the	   PKH	   program’s	   main	   focus,	   it	   would	   be	  beneficial	   if	   these	  aspects	  were	   to	  be	  considered	   to	  a	  greater	  extent.	   If	   so,	   the	  PKH	  design	  could	  perhaps	  be	  able	  to	  empower	  women	  as	  well	  as	  foster	  synergy	  effects	  in	  line	  with	  the	  dominating	  development	  theories	  in	  regards	  to	  female	  empowerment	  (World	  Bank	  Gender	  and	  Development	  Group,	  2003,	  p.	  1).	  	  Still	   it	  must	  be	  noted	   any	   evaluation	  of	  PKH	  would	  benefit	   from	  more	   recent	  quantitative	  data.	   Hopefully,	   this	   will	   be	   possible	   within	   a	   reasonably	   near	   future,	   when	   the	   data	  collection	   for	   the	   forthcoming	   TNP2K	   end-­‐line	   survey	   of	   PKH	   is	   finalised,	   and	   the	   BDT	  database	   is	   eventually	   updated.	   Thus,	   for	   future	   research,	   it	  would	   be	   very	   interesting	   to	  analyse	   this	   new	   data	  with	   a	   similar	   focus	   as	   in	   this	   thesis,	   i.e.	   on	   short-­‐term	   impacts	   on	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female	  empowerment.	  Furthermore,	  as	  the	  empowerment	  concept	  is	  difficult	  to	  quantify,	  is	  somewhat	  subjective,	  and	  also	  borders	  to	  more	  sensitive	  dimensions	  of	  the	  women’s	   lives,	  more	   qualitative	   research	   would	   also	   benefit	   the	   development	   of	   this	   particular	   cash	  transfer	  program.	  Qualitative	  data	  could	  also	  contribute	  to	  more	  clear	  conclusions	  of	  what	  makes	   the	   previously	   discussed	   empowerment	   and	   gender	   dimensions	   work	   or	   not,	   in	  different	  parts	  of	  Indonesia.	  Finally,	  it	  could	  be	  of	  interest	  to	  more	  thoroughly	  examine	  some	  of	  the	  potential	  channels	  for	  affecting	  gender	  equality	  that	  are	  highlighted	  in	  this	  thesis,	  and	  research	   what	   effects	   these	   opportunities	  may	   have	   for	   both	   the	   beneficiary	   women	   and	  their	  families.	  This	  could	  perhaps	  be	  done	  by	  pilot	  case	  studies	  in	  some	  subdistricts	  where	  husbands	  are	  more	  integrated	  in	  the	  fulfilment	  of	  the	  program	  conditions.	  	  	  To	   conclude	   with	   some	   general	   policy	   implications	   for	   these	   types	   of	   programs	   that	   use	  approaches	   of	   behavioural	   economics	   to	   reach	   certain	   targeted	   effects,	   it	   is	   extremely	  important	   to	   consider	   how	   the	   program	   design	  works	   in	   different	   contexts.	   This	   is	   extra	  important	  in	  the	  diverse	  setting	  of	  Indonesia,	  where	  the	  local	  environment	  and	  governance	  should	   be	   considered	   in	   the	   work	   with	   empowering	   the	   beneficiary	   women	   and	   with	  promoting	   their	   rights	   and	   their	   value	   as	   citizens.	   It	   seems	   as	   if	   PKH	   is	   evolving	   into	  becoming	  more	   and	  more	   adjusted	   to	   fit	   the	   conditions	  of	   Indonesia,	   and	   is	  moving	   away	  from	  being	  a	  direct	  copy	  of	  the	  Latin	  and	  South	  American	  CCT	  models.	  Still,	  improvements	  in	  the	   PKH	   program	   design	   could	   be	   made,	   which	   could	   have	   potential	   to	   improve	   gender	  equality.	   If	   so,	   PKH	   could	   perhaps	   evolve	   into	   being	   a	   policy	   tool	   with	   the	   possibility	   of	  producing	  more	  sustainable	  outcomes	  and	  empower	  women	  in	  the	  present	  time	  period,	  as	  well	  as	  improving	  the	  lives	  of	  a	  future	  generation	  of	  girls.	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  data	  from	  the	  PNPM	  Generasi	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  and	  the	  PKH	  
Program,	  1st-­‐3rd	  wave.	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  Bank	  Impact	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  World	  Bank.	  (2015).	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   53	  
APPENDIX	  A.	  Descriptive	  statistics	  
	  
	  Table	  A1.	  Baseline	  variables	  	  
Variable	  name	   Variable	   Unit	  age	   The	  woman's	  age	   years	  givenbirth	   Even	  given	  birth/have	  children	   dummy	  highestedu	   The	  woman's	  highest	  level	  of	  education	   categorical	  noedu	   The	  woman	  has	  no	  formal	  education	   dummy	  working	   The	  woman	  reported	  work	  to	  be	  main	  activity	   dummy	  profKRT	   Profession	  of	  household	  head	   categorical	  KRTagri	   Household	  head	  working	  in	  agriculture	   dummy	  muslim	   Muslim	  household	   dummy	  christian	   Christian	  household	   dummy	  electricity	   Access	  to	  electricity	   dummy	  cleanwater	   Access	  to	  clean	  water	   dummy	  urbanarea	   House	  in	  urban	  area	   dummy	  tileroof	   House	  with	  tile	  roof	   dummy	  bamboowalls	   House	  with	  bamboo	  walls	   dummy	  dirtfloor	   House	  with	  dirt	  floor	   dummy	  squatlatrine	   House	  with	  squatting	  latrine	   dummy	  radio	   Assets:	  radio	   dummy	  television	   Assets:	  television	   dummy	  motorcycle	   Assets:	  motorcyle	   dummy	  car	   Assets:	  car	   dummy	  chickens	   Assets:	  chickens	   dummy	  cow	   Assets:	  cow	   dummy	  UCT	   Ever	  received	  UCTs	   dummy	  raskin	   Ever	  received	  Raskin	   dummy	  insurance	   Ever	  received	  insurance	  (e.g.	  Jamkesmas)	   dummy	  socialgroups	   Participation	  in	  social	  services	  groups	   dummy	  workersgroups	   Participation	  in	  workers	  groups	   dummy	  microfingroups	   Participation	  in	  microfinance	  groups	   dummy	  faithgroups	   Participation	  in	  faith/traditional	  groups	   dummy	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Table	  A2.	  Descriptive	  statistics:	  Baseline	  (from	  year	  2007)	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  Quantiles	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  Variable	  	  	  	  	  	  	   n	  	  	   	   Mean	   S.D.	  	  	  	  	   Min	  	   .25	  	  	   Mdn	  	  	  	   .75	  	  	   Max	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  
Women	  	  
characteristics:	  age	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	   34.28	  	  	  	  	  	   7.47	  	  	  	  	   16.0	  	  	  	  	   29.0	  	  	  	  	   34.0	  	  	  	  	   40.0	  	  	  	  	   49.0	  givenbirth	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.98	  	  	  	  	  	   0.15	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  highestedu33	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   2.71	  	  	  	  	  	   2.48	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   2.00	  	  	  	  	  	   2.00	  	  	  	  	  	   3.00	  	  	  	  	   98.0	  noedu	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.20	  	  	  	  	  	   0.40	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  working	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.31	  	  	  	  	  	   0.46	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  
Household	  head	  
characteristics:	  profKRT34	  	  	  	   16134	  	  	  	  	  	   6.90	  	  	  	  	   18.9	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   6.00	  	  	  	  	   96.0	  KRTagri	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.64	  	  	  	  	  	   0.48	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  muslim	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.80	  	  	  	  	  	   0.40	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  christian	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.19	  	  	  	  	  	   0.40	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  
Household	  
characteristics:	  electricity	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.86	  	  	  	  	  	   0.34	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  cleanwater	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.32	  	  	  	  	  	   0.47	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  urbanarea	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.08	  	  	  	  	  	   0.27	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  tileroof	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.70	  	  	  	  	  	   0.46	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  bamboowalls	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.29	  	  	  	  	  	   0.46	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  dirtfloor	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.28	  	  	  	  	  	   0.45	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  squatlatrine	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.08	  	  	  	  	  	   0.26	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  
Household	  
assets:	  radio	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.12	  	  	  	  	  	   0.33	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  television	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.17	  	  	  	  	  	   0.38	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  motorcycle	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.05	  	  	  	  	  	   0.22	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  car	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.05	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  chickens	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.19	  	  	  	  	  	   0.39	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  cow	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.03	  	  	  	  	  	   0.16	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  
Social	  
assistance:	  UCTs	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.76	  	  	  	  	  	   0.43	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  raskin	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.86	  	  	  	  	  	   0.34	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  insurance	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.48	  	  	  	  	  	   0.50	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  
Community	  
participation:	  socialgroups	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.29	  	  	  	  	  	   0.45	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  workersgroups	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.05	  	  	  	  	  	   0.21	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  microfingroups	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.33	  	  	  	  	  	   0.47	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  faithgroups	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	   0.60	  	  	  	  	  	   0.49	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   0.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  	  	  	  	  	   1.00	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  33	  See	  illustration	  in	  Figure	  3,	  p.	  25.	  34	  See	  illustration	  in	  Figure	  4,	  p.	  26.	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    Table	  A3.	  Descriptive	  statistics	  for	  women	  that	  never	  received	  PKH	  (control	  group)	  	  	  	  Variable	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  Obs	  	   Mean	  	  	  	  	   Std.	  Dev.	  	   	   Min	   	   Max	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  age	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   34.17022	  	   7.549930	  	  	   	   16	  	  	  	  	   	   49	  givenbirth	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .9731601	  	  	   .1616216	  	  	   	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  noedu	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .1876459	  	   .3904443	  	  	   	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  working	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .3147658	  	  	   .4644406	  	  	   	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	   	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  KRTagri	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .6298429	  	  	   .4828654	  	   	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  muslim	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .8072195	  	   .3944975	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  christian	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .1857787	  	  	   .3889431	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  electricity	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .8727244	  	  	   .3332944	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  cleanwater	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .3339816	  	  	   .4716516	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  tileroof	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .7182978	  	  	   .4498464	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  bamboowalls	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	  	   .2568850	  	  	  	   .4369324	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  dirtfloor	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .2565738	  	  	   .4367591	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  squatlatrine	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .0749961	  	  	   .2633953	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  radio	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .1223744	  	  	   .3277304	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  television	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .1734091	  	  	   .3786152	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  motorcycle	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .0549245	  	  	   .2278418	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  car	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .0026451	  	  	   .0513644	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  chickens	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .1798662	  	  	   .3840909	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  cow	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .0268399	  	  	   .1616216	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  UCT	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .7079508	  	  	   .4547225	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  raskin	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .8452622	  	  	   .3616686	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  insurance	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .4587677	  	   .4983164	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  socialgroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	  	   .3016960	  	  	  	   .4590119	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  workersgroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .0459779	  	  	   .2094453	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  microfingroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .3354598	  	  	   .4721693	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  faithgroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  12854	  	  	  	  	   .6039365	  	  	   .4890969	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	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Table	  A4.	  Descriptive	  statistics	  for	  women	  that	  did	  receive	  PKH	  (treatment	  group)	  	  	    Variable	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Obs	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Mean	  	  	  	  	   Std.	  Dev.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Min	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Max	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  age	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   34.72752	  	   7.153509	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   16	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   49	  givenbirth	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .9905517	   .0967570	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  noedu	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .2575434	  	  	   .4373478	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  working	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .3102713	  	   .4626751	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  KRTagri	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .6897287	  	  	   .4626751	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  muslim	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	  	   .7659250	  	  	   .4234838	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  christian	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	  	   .2255410	  	   .4180018	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  electricity	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	  	   .8241390	  	  	   .3807599	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  cleanwater	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	  	   .2538860	  	  	   .4352995	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  tileroof	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .6501067	  	  	   .4770087	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  bamboowalls	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .4349284	  	  	   .4958232	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  dirtfloor	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .3925632	  	  	   .4883954	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	   	  squatlatrine	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .0755867	  	  	   .2643760	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  radio	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .1280098	  	  	   .3341516	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  television	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .1664127	  	  	   .3725074	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  motorcycle	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .0292594	  	  	   .1685584	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  car	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .0009144	  	  	   .0302291	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  chickens	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	  	   .2099970	  	  	   .4073682	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  cow	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .0204206	  	  	   .1414557	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  UCT	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	  	   .9545870	  	  	   .2082399	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  raskin	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .9414813	  	   .2347575	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  insurance	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .5611094	  	   .4963272	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  socialgroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	  	   .2453520	  	  	   .4303613	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  workersgroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .0508991	  	  	   .2198252	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  microfingroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .3099665	  	  	   .4625500	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  faithgroups	  	   	  |	  	  	  	  	  	  3281	  	  	  	  	   .5894544	  	  	   .4920078	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	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Table	  A5.	  T-­‐test	  of	  differences	  between	  treatment	  and	  control	  	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (1)	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  age	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.557***	  	  	   	   (-­‐3.81)	  givenbirth	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.0174***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐5.90)	  noedu	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.0699***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐8.92)	  working	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.00449	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.50)	  KRTagri	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.0599***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐6.39)	  electricity	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.0486***	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (7.23)	  dirtfloor	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.136***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐15.53)	  urbanarea	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.0178***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐3.41)	  radio	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.00564	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐0.88)	  television	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.00700	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.95)	  motorcycle	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.0257***	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (6.04)	  car	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.00173	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (1.85)	  chickens	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.0301***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐3.96)	  cow	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.00642*	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (2.08)	  UCT	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.247***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐30.27)	  raskin	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.0962***	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐14.48)	  insurance	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -­‐0.102***	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐10.51)	  socialgroups	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.0563***	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (6.35)	  workersgroups	  	  	  	  	  	  -­‐0.00492	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (-­‐1.19)	  microfingroups	  	  	  	  	  	  	  0.0255**	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (2.77)	  faithgroups	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  0.0145	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (1.51)	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  N	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   16135	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  t	  statistics	  in	  parentheses	  *	  p<0.05,	  **	  p<0.01,	  ***	  p<0.001	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APPENDIX	  B.	  Results	  	  Table	  B1.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Decisions	  on	  education	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   decedu	   decedu	   decedu	   decedu	   decedu	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.00723	   -­‐0.00743	   -­‐0.00742	   -­‐0.00626	   -­‐0.00688	  	   (0.00753)	   (0.00753)	   (0.00754)	   (0.00755)	   (0.00756)	  treated	   0.00720	   0.00596	   0.00680	   0.00694	   0.00601	  	   (0.0107)	   (0.0107)	   (0.0107)	   (0.0107)	   (0.0107)	  interaction	   -­‐0.0172	   -­‐0.0174	   -­‐0.0174	   -­‐0.0175	   -­‐0.0172	  	   (0.0139)	   (0.0139)	   (0.0139)	   (0.0139)	   (0.0139)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0194***	   -­‐0.0189***	   -­‐0.0211***	   -­‐0.0224***	  	   	   (0.00623)	   (0.00622)	   (0.00630)	   (0.00630)	  area	   	   	   0.0156***	   0.0152***	   0.0154***	  	   	   	   (0.00587)	   (0.00586)	   (0.00584)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.000647**	   0.00879***	  	   	   	   	   (0.000304)	   (0.00262)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   -­‐0.000135***	  	   	   	   	   	   (3.73e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.187***	   0.202***	   0.157***	   0.182***	   0.0262	  	   (0.00561)	   (0.00771)	   (0.0182)	   (0.0212)	   (0.0481)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.000	   0.001	   0.001	   0.001	   0.002	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	  	  	  	  Table	  B2.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Decisions	  on	  health	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   dechealth	   dechealth	   dechealth	   dechealth	   dechealth	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   0.00320	   0.00297	   0.00298	   0.00333	   0.00312	  	   (0.00727)	   (0.00728)	   (0.00728)	   (0.00728)	   (0.00729)	  treated	   0.000423	   -­‐0.00103	   -­‐0.000140	   -­‐9.66e-­‐05	   -­‐0.000412	  	   (0.00968)	   (0.00969)	   (0.00967)	   (0.00967)	   (0.00966)	  interaction	   -­‐0.0154	   -­‐0.0155	   -­‐0.0156	   -­‐0.0156	   -­‐0.0156	  	   (0.0122)	   (0.0122)	   (0.0122)	   (0.0122)	   (0.0122)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0226***	   -­‐0.0221***	   -­‐0.0228***	   -­‐0.0232***	  	   	   (0.00581)	   (0.00580)	   (0.00593)	   (0.00592)	  area	   	   	   0.0165***	   0.0164***	   0.0164***	  	   	   	   (0.00536)	   (0.00535)	   (0.00534)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.000192	   0.00302	  	   	   	   	   (0.000278)	   (0.00240)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   -­‐4.61e-­‐05	  	   	   	   	   	   (3.42e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.148***	   0.166***	   0.118***	   0.126***	   0.0726*	  	   (0.00539)	   (0.00748)	   (0.0166)	   (0.0198)	   (0.0437)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.000	   0.001	   0.002	   0.002	   0.002	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	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Table	  B3.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Decisions	  on	  disciplinary	  enforcement	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   decdisc	   decdisc	   decdisc	   decdisc	   decdisc	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   6.96e-­‐05	   -­‐0.000149	   -­‐0.000141	   0.000278	   0.000127	  	   (0.00752)	   (0.00753)	   (0.00753)	   (0.00752)	   (0.00753)	  treated	   -­‐0.00505	   -­‐0.00642	   -­‐0.00599	   -­‐0.00594	   -­‐0.00616	  	   (0.00989)	   (0.00991)	   (0.00993)	   (0.00993)	   (0.00993)	  interaction	   -­‐0.00375	   -­‐0.00389	   -­‐0.00393	   -­‐0.00394	   -­‐0.00388	  	   (0.0124)	   (0.0124)	   (0.0124)	   (0.0124)	   (0.0124)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0214***	   -­‐0.0212***	   -­‐0.0220***	   -­‐0.0223***	  	   	   (0.00571)	   (0.00571)	   (0.00577)	   (0.00576)	  area	   	   	   0.00812	   0.00797	   0.00800	  	   	   	   (0.00560)	   (0.00560)	   (0.00559)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.000234	   0.00205	  	   	   	   	   (0.000287)	   (0.00245)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   -­‐3.28e-­‐05	  	   	   	   	   	   (3.49e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.163***	   0.180***	   0.157***	   0.166***	   0.128***	  	   (0.00534)	   (0.00720)	   (0.0176)	   (0.0208)	   (0.0447)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.000	   0.001	   0.001	   0.001	   0.001	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	  	  	  	  Table	  B4.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Decisions	  on	  having	  more	  children	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   decbaby	   decbaby	   decbaby	   decbaby	   decbaby	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.000129	   -­‐0.000128	   -­‐0.000128	   -­‐0.000124	   -­‐0.000122	  	   (0.000233)	   (0.000233)	   (0.000233)	   (0.000226)	   (0.000224)	  treated	   -­‐0.000360*	   -­‐0.000353*	   -­‐0.000347*	   -­‐0.000346*	   -­‐0.000343*	  	   (0.000190)	   (0.000192)	   (0.000190)	   (0.000189)	   (0.000188)	  interaction	   0.000129	   0.000129	   0.000129	   0.000129	   0.000128	  	   (0.000233)	   (0.000232)	   (0.000232)	   (0.000232)	   (0.000231)	  educated	   	   0.000105	   0.000109	   0.000101	   0.000106	  	   	   (0.000134)	   (0.000134)	   (0.000158)	   (0.000161)	  area	   	   	   0.000121**	   0.000120***	   0.000119***	  	   	   	   (4.69e-­‐05)	   (4.61e-­‐05)	   (4.60e-­‐05)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐2.12e-­‐06	   -­‐3.44e-­‐05	  	   	   	   	   (1.26e-­‐05)	   (6.56e-­‐05)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   4.63e-­‐07	  	   	   	   	   	   (9.95e-­‐07)	  Constant	   0.000360*	   0.000276	   -­‐7.08e-­‐05	   1.11e-­‐05	   0.000545	  	   (0.000190)	   (0.000245)	   (0.000195)	   (0.000602)	   (0.00112)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.000	   0.000	   0.000	   0.000	   0.000	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	  	  	  	  
	   60	  
Table	  B5.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  vegetables	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   permveg	   permveg	   permveg	   permveg	   permveg	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.0919***	   -­‐0.0926***	   -­‐0.0926***	   -­‐0.0889***	   -­‐0.0887***	  	   (0.00763)	   (0.00760)	   (0.00759)	   (0.00759)	   (0.00758)	  treated	   0.0206	   0.0163	   0.0177	   0.0181	   0.0184	  	   (0.0126)	   (0.0124)	   (0.0124)	   (0.0123)	   (0.0123)	  interaction	   0.00177	   0.00134	   0.00121	   0.00111	   0.00104	  	   (0.0148)	   (0.0148)	   (0.0148)	   (0.0147)	   (0.0147)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0670***	   -­‐0.0661***	   -­‐0.0731***	   -­‐0.0728***	  	   	   (0.00730)	   (0.00729)	   (0.00740)	   (0.00744)	  area	   	   	   0.0255***	   0.0243***	   0.0242***	  	   	   	   (0.00711)	   (0.00708)	   (0.00708)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.00205***	   -­‐0.00473	  	   	   	   	   (0.000395)	   (0.00341)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   3.84e-­‐05	  	   	   	   	   	   (4.83e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.375***	   0.429***	   0.355***	   0.435***	   0.479***	  	   (0.00697)	   (0.00884)	   (0.0213)	   (0.0267)	   (0.0624)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.010	   0.013	   0.014	   0.015	   0.015	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	  	  	  	  Table	  B6.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  clothes	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   permclothes	   permclothes	   permclothes	   permclothes	   permclothes	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.0640***	   -­‐0.0642***	   -­‐0.0642***	   -­‐0.0549***	   -­‐0.0552***	  	   (0.00828)	   (0.00827)	   (0.00827)	   (0.00832)	   (0.00832)	  treated	   0.0238*	   0.0224*	   0.0239*	   0.0251**	   0.0247**	  	   (0.0122)	   (0.0122)	   (0.0122)	   (0.0120)	   (0.0121)	  interaction	   -­‐0.00183	   -­‐0.00196	   -­‐0.00210	   -­‐0.00236	   -­‐0.00226	  	   (0.0155)	   (0.0154)	   (0.0155)	   (0.0154)	   (0.0154)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0209***	   -­‐0.0200***	   -­‐0.0377***	   -­‐0.0382***	  	   	   (0.00740)	   (0.00741)	   (0.00741)	   (0.00742)	  area	   	   	   0.0278***	   0.0247***	   0.0247***	  	   	   	   (0.00844)	   (0.00826)	   (0.00824)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.00517***	   -­‐0.00142	  	   	   	   	   (0.000421)	   (0.00322)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   -­‐5.38e-­‐05	  	   	   	   	   	   (4.57e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.603***	   0.619***	   0.540***	   0.739***	   0.677***	  	   (0.00713)	   (0.00906)	   (0.0263)	   (0.0307)	   (0.0599)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.005	   0.005	   0.006	   0.011	   0.012	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	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Table	  B7.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  medicine	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   permmedicine	   permmedicine	   permmedicine	   permmedicine	   permmedicine	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.0973***	   -­‐0.0979***	   -­‐0.0979***	   -­‐0.0923***	   -­‐0.0924***	  	   (0.00818)	   (0.00814)	   (0.00814)	   (0.00815)	   (0.00815)	  treated	   0.0188	   0.0150	   0.0164	   0.0170	   0.0168	  	   (0.0133)	   (0.0132)	   (0.0132)	   (0.0131)	   (0.0131)	  interaction	   0.00625	   0.00586	   0.00574	   0.00558	   0.00563	  	   (0.0156)	   (0.0155)	   (0.0155)	   (0.0155)	   (0.0155)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0604***	   -­‐0.0595***	   -­‐0.0702***	   -­‐0.0705***	  	   	   (0.00754)	   (0.00755)	   (0.00770)	   (0.00771)	  area	   	   	   0.0256***	   0.0237***	   0.0238***	  	   	   	   (0.00866)	   (0.00854)	   (0.00853)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.00312***	   -­‐0.00103	  	   	   	   	   (0.000424)	   (0.00351)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   -­‐3.00e-­‐05	  	   	   	   	   	   (4.99e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.495***	   0.543***	   0.470***	   0.590***	   0.556***	  	   (0.00739)	   (0.00938)	   (0.0264)	   (0.0309)	   (0.0644)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.010	   0.012	   0.013	   0.015	   0.015	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	  	  	  	  Table	  B8.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  personal	  supplies	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   permsuppl	   permsuppl	   permsuppl	   permsuppl	   permsuppl	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.0741***	   -­‐0.0748***	   -­‐0.0748***	   -­‐0.0698***	   -­‐0.0694***	  	   (0.00800)	   (0.00796)	   (0.00796)	   (0.00797)	   (0.00796)	  treated	   0.0175	   0.0131	   0.0142	   0.0149	   0.0155	  	   (0.0132)	   (0.0131)	   (0.0131)	   (0.0130)	   (0.0130)	  interaction	   -­‐0.00410	   -­‐0.00454	   -­‐0.00464	   -­‐0.00478	   -­‐0.00494	  	   (0.0146)	   (0.0145)	   (0.0145)	   (0.0145)	   (0.0145)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0687***	   -­‐0.0680***	   -­‐0.0775***	   -­‐0.0767***	  	   	   (0.00734)	   (0.00731)	   (0.00746)	   (0.00750)	  area	   	   	   0.0211***	   0.0194***	   0.0193***	  	   	   	   (0.00725)	   (0.00717)	   (0.00719)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.00279***	   -­‐0.00920***	  	   	   	   	   (0.000415)	   (0.00339)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   9.18e-­‐05*	  	   	   	   	   	   (4.79e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.354***	   0.409***	   0.349***	   0.457***	   0.563***	  	   (0.00750)	   (0.00976)	   (0.0215)	   (0.0271)	   (0.0617)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.007	   0.010	   0.011	   0.013	   0.013	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	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Table	  B9.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Reported	  main	  activity	  is	  working	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   working	   working	   working	   working	   working	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   0.0706***	   0.0697***	   0.0697***	   0.0549***	   0.0548***	  	   (0.00704)	   (0.00704)	   (0.00704)	   (0.00707)	   (0.00707)	  treated	   -­‐0.00262	   -­‐0.00802	   -­‐0.00612	   -­‐0.00797	   -­‐0.00825	  	   (0.0159)	   (0.0157)	   (0.0157)	   (0.0157)	   (0.0157)	  interaction	   0.000584	   4.05e-­‐05	   -­‐0.000131	   0.000281	   0.000354	  	   (0.0142)	   (0.0141)	   (0.0141)	   (0.0141)	   (0.0141)	  educated	   	   -­‐0.0843***	   -­‐0.0832***	   -­‐0.0548***	   -­‐0.0552***	  	   	   (0.00954)	   (0.00952)	   (0.00961)	   (0.00965)	  area	   	   	   0.0354***	   0.0405***	   0.0405***	  	   	   	   (0.00739)	   (0.00731)	   (0.00732)	  age	   	   	   	   0.00827***	   0.0112***	  	   	   	   	   (0.000443)	   (0.00313)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   -­‐4.16e-­‐05	  	   	   	   	   	   (4.49e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.310***	   0.378***	   0.276***	   -­‐0.0435	   -­‐0.0914	  	   (0.00753)	   (0.0120)	   (0.0226)	   (0.0278)	   (0.0566)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.006	   0.011	   0.013	   0.028	   0.028	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	  	  	  	  Table	  B10.	  Results	  Model	  1:	  Reported	  main	  activity	  is	  managing	  the	  household.	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	   (5)	  VARIABLES	   managingHH	   managingHH	   managingHH	   managingHH	   managingHH	  	   	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.0345***	   -­‐0.0337***	   -­‐0.0338***	   -­‐0.0147**	   -­‐0.0153**	  	   (0.00727)	   (0.00727)	   (0.00727)	   (0.00728)	   (0.00727)	  treated	   0.00430	   0.00912	   0.00744	   0.00983	   0.00891	  	   (0.0166)	   (0.0164)	   (0.0164)	   (0.0163)	   (0.0163)	  interaction	   -­‐0.00999	   -­‐0.00950	   -­‐0.00935	   -­‐0.00988	   -­‐0.00965	  	   (0.0151)	   (0.0151)	   (0.0151)	   (0.0151)	   (0.0151)	  educated	   	   0.0754***	   0.0743***	   0.0378***	   0.0365***	  	   	   (0.00956)	   (0.00955)	   (0.00968)	   (0.00970)	  area	   	   	   -­‐0.0313***	   -­‐0.0378***	   -­‐0.0376***	  	   	   	   (0.00758)	   (0.00743)	   (0.00742)	  age	   	   	   	   -­‐0.0107***	   -­‐0.00125	  	   	   	   	   (0.000448)	   (0.00328)	  age2	   	   	   	   	   -­‐0.000135***	  	   	   	   	   	   (4.67e-­‐05)	  Constant	   0.623***	   0.562***	   0.652***	   1.064***	   0.908***	  	   (0.00782)	   (0.0121)	   (0.0234)	   (0.0284)	   (0.0590)	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	   34,426	  R-­‐squared	   0.001	   0.005	   0.007	   0.031	   0.031	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	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  Table	  B11.	  Results	  Model	  2:	  Village	  level	  regressions	  	  	   (1)	   (2)	   (3)	   (4)	  VARIABLES	   Decision	  education	   Decision	  health	   Decision	  disciplinary	  enforcement	   Decision	  baby	  	  	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.0113	   0.00335	   0.00591	   7.14e-­‐05	  	   (0.00795)	   (0.00760)	   (0.00774)	   (0.000175)	  treated	   0.00795	   4.85e-­‐05	   0.00721	   9.50e-­‐05	  	   (0.00900)	   (0.00827)	   (0.00817)	   (0.000245)	  interaction	   0.0102	   0.00886	   0.00692	   -­‐0.000184	  	   (0.0127)	   (0.0119)	   (0.0120)	   (0.000305)	  Constant	   0.171***	   0.136***	   0.144***	   0.000189*	  	   (0.00605)	   (0.00588)	   (0.00571)	   (0.000113)	  	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   10,059	   10,059	   10,059	   10,059	  R-­‐squared	   0.001	   0.000	   0.001	   0.000	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	  	  	  	   (5)	   (6)	   (7)	   (8)	  VARIABLES	   Permission	  vegetables	   Permission	  clothes	   Permission	  medicine	   Permission	  personal	  supplies	  	   	   	   	   	  postPKH	   -­‐0.0788***	   -­‐0.0590***	   -­‐0.0856***	   -­‐0.0651***	  	   (0.00795)	   (0.00910)	   (0.00897)	   (0.00850)	  treated	   0.000882	   0.0235**	   0.000264	   -­‐0.00137	  	   (0.0119)	   (0.0118)	   (0.0126)	   (0.0127)	  interaction	   -­‐0.00937	   -­‐0.00505	   0.000762	   -­‐0.000670	  	   (0.0129)	   (0.0140)	   (0.0140)	   (0.0131)	  Constant	   0.377***	   0.593***	   0.492***	   0.356***	  	   (0.00769)	   (0.00732)	   (0.00817)	   (0.00825)	  	   	   	   	   	  Observations	   10,059	   10,059	   10,059	   10,059	  R-­‐squared	   0.021	   0.012	   0.020	   0.013	  Robust	  standard	  errors	  in	  parentheses	  ***	  p<0.01,	  **	  p<0.05,	  *	  p<0.1	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Table	  B12:	  Variables	  used	  for	  calculating	  propensity	  scores	  	  	  
Variable	  name	   Type	   Variable	   Unit	  age	   Individual	  characteristics	   The	  woman's	  age	   years	  givenbirth	   Individual	  characteristics	   Having	  one	  or	  more	  children	   dummy	  noedu	   Individual	  characteristics	   No	  formal	  education	   dummy	  educated	   Individual	  characteristics	   Finished	  primary	  school	   dummy	  KRTagri	   Individual	  characteristics	   Household	  head	  working	  in	  agriculture	   dummy	  urbanarea	   Household	  characteristics	   Urban	  area	   dummy	  electricity	   Household	  characteristics	   Access	  to	  electricity	   dummy	  cleanwater	   Household	  characteristics	   Access	  to	  clean	  water	   dummy	  bamboowalls	   Household	  characteristics	   Bamboo	  walls	   dummy	  dirtfloor	   Household	  characteristics	   Dirt	  floor	   dummy	  cleanwater	   Household	  characteristics	   Access	  to	  clean	  water	   dummy	  squatlatrine	   Household	  characteristics	   Squatting	  latrine	   dummy	  UCT	   Social	  assistance	   Ever	  received	  UCTs	   dummy	  insurance	   Social	  assistance	   Ever	  received	  insurance	  (e.g.	  Jamkesmas)	   dummy	  raskin	   Social	  assistance	   Ever	  received	  Raskin	   dummy	  famvillhead	   Oligarchy	   Familiar	  with	  village	  head	   dummy	  famvillsec	   Oligarchy	   Familiar	  with	  village	  secretary	   dummy	  famchair	   Oligarchy	   Familiar	  with	  chairman	  of	  BPD	   dummy	  famsubvillhead	   Oligarchy	   Familiar	  with	  sub-­‐village	  head	   dummy	  socialgroups	   Community	  participation	   Participation	  in	  social	  services	  groups	   dummy	  workersgroups	   Community	  participation	   Participation	  in	  workers	  groups	   dummy	  microfingroups	   Community	  participation	   Participation	  in	  microfinance	  groups	   dummy	  faithgroups	   Community	  participation	   Participation	  in	  faith/traditional	  groups	   dummy	  	  	  	  Table	  B13.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Decisions	  on	  education	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  Sample	   |	   Treated	  	  	  	   Controls	  	   Difference	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_decedu	  	  	   	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	   -­‐.016583229	  	  	   -­‐.009072499	  	  	  	  -­‐.007510730	  	  	  	  .01046105	  	  	  -­‐0.72	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.016583229	  	  	   -­‐.018147685	  	  	  	  	  .001564456	  	  	   .01527296	  	  	  	  0.10	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  decedu2009	  	   	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .174906133	  	  	  	   .178533819	  	  	   -­‐.003627687	  	  	  	  .00758854	  	  	  	  -­‐0.48	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  ATT	  	   |	  	   .174906133	  	  	  	  	   .174280350	  	  	  	   	  .000625782	  	  	  	   .01088677	  	  	  	  	  0.06	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decedu2007	  	  	   	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .191489362	  	  	  	   .187606318	  	  	  	   	  .003883043	  	  	  	   .00776123	  	  	  	  0.50	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  ATT	  	   |	  	   .191489362	  	  	  	   .192428035	  	  	   -­‐.000938673	  	  	  	  .01136704	  	  	  -­‐0.08	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  	  	  	  
	   65	  
Table	  B14.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Decisions	  on	  health	    -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	   	  	  Sample	  	   |	  	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_dechealth	   	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   -­‐.006257822	  	  	  	  .002997165	  	  	   -­‐.009254987	  	  	  .00978709	  	  	  	  	  -­‐0.95	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.006257822	  	  	  	  0	  	  	   -­‐.006257822	  	  	  .01420578	  	  	  	  	  -­‐0.44	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decheal2009	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .141113892	  	  	  	   .150425273	  	  	   -­‐.009311381	  	  	  .00705768	  	  	  	  	  -­‐1.32	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  ATT	  	   |	  	   .141113892	  	  	  	   .149874844	  	  	   -­‐.008760951	  	  	  .01014411	  	  	  	  	  -­‐0.86	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decheal2007	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .147371715	  	  	  	   .147428109	  	  	   -­‐.000056394	  	  	  .00703655	  	  	  	  	  -­‐0.01	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .147371715	  	  	  	   .149874844	  	  	   -­‐.002503129	  	  	  .01029236	  	  	  	  	  -­‐0.24	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  	  	  	  Table	  B15.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Decisions	  on	  disciplinary	  enforcement	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	  	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_decdisc	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	   -­‐.004380476	  	  	   -­‐.000567031	  	  	   -­‐.003813444	  	  	  	  .01016340	  	  	  -­‐0.38	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.004380476	  	  	   -­‐.003441802	  	  	   -­‐.000938673	  	  	  	  .01488804	  	  	  -­‐0.06	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decdisc2009	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .155506884	  	  	  	   .162413933	  	  	   -­‐.006907049	  	  	  	  .00729445	  	  	  -­‐0.95	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .155506884	  	  	  	   .166145181	  	  	   -­‐.010638298	  	  	  	  .01060599	  	  	  -­‐1.00	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decdisc2007	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	   .159887359	  	  	  	   .162980964	  	   -­‐.003093605	  	  	  	  .00731920	  	  	  	  -­‐0.42	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .159887359	  	  	  	   .169586984	  	  	   -­‐.009699625	  	  	  	  .01071614	  	  	  -­‐0.91	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  	  	  	  Table	  B16.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Decisions	  on	  having	  more	  children	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	  	  	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_decbaby	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	  	  	  0	  	  	   	   -­‐.000162009	  	  	  	  .000162009	  	  	  	   .00038998	  	  	  	  	  0.42	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	  	  	  0	  	  	   	   -­‐.000625782	  	  	  	  .000625782	  	  	  	  	   .00046169	  	  	  	  	  1.36	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decbaby2009	  	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	   .000162009	  	  	   -­‐.000162009	  	  	  	  .00022514	  	  	  -­‐0.72	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	  	  	  0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  .	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decbaby2007	  	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	  	   0	  	  	  	  	   .000324018	  	  	   -­‐.000324018	  	  	  	  .00031837	  	  	  -­‐1.02	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	  	  	  0	  	  	  	  	   .000625782	  	  	   -­‐.000625782	  	  	  	  .00046169	  	  	  	  -­‐1.36	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  
	   66	  
Table	  B17.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  vegetables	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	  	  	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_permveg	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	   -­‐.095118899	  	  	   -­‐.098663426	  	  	  	  .003544528	  	  	  	   .01220544	  	  	  	  	  0.29	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.095118899	  	  	   -­‐.127346683	  	  	  	  .032227785	  	  	  	  	   .01778066	  	  	  	  	  1.81	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permveg2009	  	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .301314143	  	  	  	   .276387201	  	  	  	   .024926941	  	  	  	   .00892418	  	  	  	  	  2.79	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .301314143	  	  	  	   .282540676	  	  	  	   .018773467	  	  	  	   .01308904	  	  	  	  	  1.43	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permveg2007	  	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .396433041	  	  	  	   .375050628	  	  	  	   .021382414	  	  	  	   .00962974	  	  	  	  	  2.22	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .396433041	  	  	  	   .409887359	  	  	   -­‐.013454318	  	  	  	  .01406492	  	  	  -­‐0.96	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  	  	  	  Table	  B18.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  clothes	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_permclo	   Unmatched	  	   |	   -­‐.073842303	  	  	  	  -­‐.07290401	  	  	   -­‐.000938293	  	  	  	  .01279558	  	  	  -­‐0.07	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.073842303	  	  	  	  -­‐.07290363	  	  	   -­‐.000938673	  	  	  	  .01845803	  	  	  -­‐0.05	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permclo2009	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .558197747	  	  	  	   .532766302	  	  	  	   .025431445	  	  	  	  	   .00989324	  	  	  	  	  2.57	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .558197747	  	  	  	   .545682103	  	  	  	   .012515645	  	  	  	   .01428232	  	  	  	  	  0.88	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permclo2007	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	  	   .63204005	  	  	  	   .605670312	  	  	  	   .026369738	  	  	  	   .00967366	  	  	  	  	  2.73	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	  	   .63204005	  	  	  	   .618585732	  	  	  	   .013454318	  	  	  	   .01390716	  	  	  	  	  0.97	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  	  	  	  Table	  B19.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  medicine	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	  	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_permmed	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	   -­‐.099499374	  	  	   -­‐.104819765	  	  	  	  .005320391	  	  	  	   .01297047	  	  	  	  	  0.41	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.099499374	  	  	  	  -­‐.12077597	  	  	  	   .021276596	  	  	  	   .01860663	  	  	  	  	  1.14	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permmed2009	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .421777222	  	  	  	   .393762657	  	  	  	   .028014565	  	  	  	   .00971900	  	  	  	  	  2.88	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .421777222	  	  	  	   .403316646	  	  	  	   .018460576	  	  	  	   .01413956	  	  	  	  	  1.31	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permmed2007	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .521276596	  	  	  	   .498582422	  	  	  	   .022694174	  	  	  	  	   .00992216	  	  	  	  	  2.29	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .521276596	  	  	  	   .524092616	  	  	  	  	  -­‐.002816020	  	  	  	   .01435554	  	  	  -­‐0.20	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	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Table	  B20.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Need	  permission	  to	  buy	  personal	  supplies	    -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	  	   Treated	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_permsup	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   -­‐.08698373	  	  	   -­‐.080437424	  	  	   -­‐.006546306	  	  	   .01207393	  	  	  -­‐0.54	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   -­‐.08698373	  	  	   -­‐.097622028	  	  	  	  .010638298	  	  	  	   .01745212	  	  	  	  	  0.61	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permsup2009	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .288485607	  	  	   	  .274119077	  	  	  	  	  .014366530	  	  	  	   .00888232	  	  	  	  	  1.62	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .288485607	  	  	  	   .282853567	  	  	  	  	   .005632040	  	  	  	   .01298763	  	  	  	  	  0.43	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐permsup2007	  	  Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .375469337	  	  	  	   .354556501	  	  	  	   .020912836	  	  	  	   .00951896	  	  	  	  	  2.20	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .375469337	  	  	  	   .380475594	  	  	   -­‐.005006258	  	  	   .01390999	  	  	  -­‐0.36	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	    	  	  	  Table	  B21.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Reported	  main	  activity	  is	  working	    -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   	  	  |	  	  	  	  Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  S.E	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  diff_working	  	  	   Unmatched	   	  	  |	  	   .554332216	  	  	  	   .547503114	  	  	  	   .006829102	  	  	  	  	  	  .01400535	  	  	  	  	  0.49	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   	  	  |	  	   .554332216	  	  	  	   .509813308	  	  	  	   .044518909	  	  	  	  	  	  .02048321	  	  	  	  	  2.17	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  working2009	  	  	  Unmatched	   	  	  |	  	   .871708952	  	  	  	   .858339939	  	  	  	   .013369013	  	  	  	  	  	  .00841918	  	  	  	  	  1.59	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   	  	  |	  	   .871708952	  	  	  	   .852561034	  	  	   .019147918	  	  	  	  	  	  .01220812	  	  	  	  	  1.57	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  working2007	  	  	  Unmatched	   	  	  |	  	   .317376735	  	  	  	   .310836825	  	  	  	  	   .006539910	  	  	   .01127392	  	  	  	  	  0.58	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   	  	  |	  	   .317376735	  	  	  	   .342747726	  	  	   -­‐.025370991	  	  	  	  	  .01642606	  	  	  -­‐1.54	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  	  	  	  Table	  B22.	  Results	  Model	  3:	  Reported	  main	  activity	  is	  managing	  household	    -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   	  	  |	  	  	  Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  diff_manHH	  	  	   Unmatched	   	  	  |	   -­‐.602680708	  	  	   -­‐.606613068	  	  	  	  .003932359	  	  	  	  	  	  .01228924	  	  	  	  	  0.32	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   	  	  |	   -­‐.602680708	  	  	   -­‐.567735759	  	  	   	  -­‐.03494495	  	  	  	  	  	  .01786399	  	  	  -­‐1.96	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  manHH2009	  	  	   Unmatched	  	  	   	  	  |	  	   .016754428	  	  	  	   .017438569	  	  	   -­‐.000684141	  	  	  	  	  .00317325	  	  	  -­‐0.22	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   	  	  |	  	   .016754428	  	  	  	   .021062709	  	  	   -­‐.004308281	  	  	  	  	  .00469264	  	  	  -­‐0.92	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  manHH2007	  	  	   Unmatched	   	  	  |	  	   .619435136	  	  	  	   .624051636	  	  	  	  	   -­‐.00461650	  	  	   .01179098	  	  	  -­‐0.39	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   	  	  |	  	   .619435136	  	  	  	   .588798468	  	  	  	   .030636668	  	  	  	  	  	  .01708292	  	  	  	  	  1.79	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	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  Table	  B23.	  Results	  Model	  3	  with	  Kernel	  matching	  (bwidth	  2.0):	  Decisions	  on	  education	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	  	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_decedu	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	   -­‐.016583229	  	  	   -­‐.009072499	  	  	  	  -­‐.007510730	  	  	  	  .01046105	  	  	  -­‐0.72	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.016583229	  	  	   -­‐.009067005	  	  	   -­‐.007516224	  	  	  	  .01054143	  	  	  -­‐0.71	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  decedu2009	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .174906133	  	  	  	   .178533819	  	  	   -­‐.003627687	  	  	  	  	  .00758854	  	  	  -­‐0.48	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .174906133	  	  	  	   .178554981	  	  	   -­‐.003648848	  	  	  	  .00755313	  	  	  -­‐0.48	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decedu2007	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .191489362	  	  	  	   .187606318	  	  	  	   .003883043	  	  	  	   .00776123	  	  	  	  	  0.50	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .191489362	  	  	  	   .187621986	  	  	  	   .003867376	  	  	  	   .00779771	  	  	  	  	  0.50	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	    	  	  	  Table	  B24.	  Results	  Model	  3	  with	  Kernel	  matching	  (bwidth	  0.2):	  Decisions	  on	  education	  	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  Variable	  	  	  	  	  	   Sample	  	   |	  	   Treated	  	  	  	  	  	   Controls	  	  	  	   Difference	  	  	  	  	   S.E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  T-­‐stat	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐diff_decedu	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	   -­‐.016583229	  	  	   -­‐.009072499	  	  	  	  -­‐.007510730	  	  	  	  .01046105	  	  	  -­‐0.72	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	   -­‐.016583229	  	  	  	  	  -­‐.008639300	  	  	   -­‐.007943929	  	  	  	  .01059422	  	  	  -­‐0.75	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	  decedu2009	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .174906133	  	  	  	   .178533819	  	  	   -­‐.003627687	  	  	  	  .00758854	  	  	  	  -­‐0.48	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .174906133	  	  	  	   .180301928	  	  	   -­‐.005395796	  	  	  	  .00759223	  	  	  -­‐0.71	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐decedu2007	  	  	   Unmatched	  	   |	  	   .191489362	  	  	  	   .187606318	  	  	  	   .003883043	  	  	  	   .00776123	  	  	  	  	  0.50	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ATT	  	   |	  	   .191489362	  	  	  	   .188941228	  	  	  	   .002548133	  	  	  	   .00783708	  	  	  	  	  0.33	  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Note:	  S.E.	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  that	  the	  propensity	  score	  is	  estimated.	  	  
